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Abstract

In February 2013, the Department of the Navy (DON) signed a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the
2012 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment to
Support Large-Scale Marine Air Ground Task Force Live-Fire and Maneuver Training, Marine Corps
Air Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms, California (Combat Center). The 2013 ROD
documented the DON’s decisions regarding establishment of a large-scale Marine Air Ground Task Force
training facility at the Combat Center.

Since the 2012 Final EIS and 2013 ROD, the Marine Corps conducted detailed studies and worked with
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) on alternative translocation plans for the desert tortoise, as required in the 2012
Biological Opinion. In light of new information gained from these efforts, the DON elected to prepare an
SEIS focusing on the evaluation of potential impacts of alternative tortoise translocation plans. This Draft
SEIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of two action alternatives addressing different
methodologies and locations for implementing a Desert Tortoise Translocation Program in support of
large-scale Marine Air Ground Task Force live-fire and maneuver training. Potential impacts have been
analyzed for biological resources, land use (including recreation), air quality, and cultural resources.

This Draft Supplemental EIS (SEIS) has been prepared by the DON in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 88 4321-4370h); Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508); DON
procedures for implementing NEPA (32 CFR Part 775); and Marine Corps Order P5090.2A, Change 3,
dated 26 August 2013, Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual. The United States
Department of Interior, BLM is a cooperating agency.

Point of Contact: Department of the Navy
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Attn: Jesse Martinez, Project Manager
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92132-5190
E-mail: jesse.w.martinezl@navy.mil
Telephone: (619) 532-3844
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) evaluates the potential environmental effects
of implementing alternative plans to translocate Agassiz’s desert tortoises (Gopherus agassizii)
(hereinafter “desert tortoise™), as required in a 2012 Biological Opinion (BO) (USFWS 2012) and the
2012 Final EIS for Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment to Support Large-Scale Marine Air
Ground Task Force Live-Fire and Maneuver Training, Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center,
Twentynine Palms, California (hereinafter, the “2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS” or
“2012 Final EIS”). This SEIS has been prepared by the Department of the Navy (DON) in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 8§ 4321-
4370h); Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
Parts 1500-1508); DON procedures for implementing NEPA (32 CFR Part 775); and Marine Corps Order
P5090.2A, Change 3, dated 26 August 2013, Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual. The
United States (U.S.) Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is a cooperating
agency.

In February 2013, the DON signed a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the 2012 Land
Acquisition/Airspace Establishment Final EIS. The 2013 ROD documented the DON'’s decisions
regarding establishment of a large-scale Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) training facility at the
Combat Center. Since the 2012 Final EIS and 2013 ROD, the Marine Corps has conducted detailed
studies and worked with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the BLM to develop alternative translocation plans for the desert tortoise,
as required in the 2012 BO. In light of new information gained from these efforts, the DON elected to
prepare an SEIS focusing on the evaluation of potential impacts of implementing the alternative tortoise
translocation plans. This SEIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of a No-Action Alternative
(implementation of the 2011 General Translocation Plan [GTP] that was considered in the 2012 BO and
2012 Final EIS), and two action alternatives, which represent different refined methodologies and
locations for implementing a Desert Tortoise Translocation Program at the Marine Corps Air Ground
Combat Center (hereinafter, “the Combat Center” or “MCAGCC”). Pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(4), the
DON will prepare, circulate, and file this SEIS in the same fashion (exclusive of scoping) as it did the
draft and 2012 Final EIS. Potential impacts have been analyzed for biological resources, land use
(including recreation), air quality, and cultural resources.

A 2011 Biological Assessment (BA) (DON 2011) prepared in conjunction with the 2012 Final EIS
identified that the desert tortoise, a federally and state-listed threatened species, is likely to be adversely
affected by Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) training in the Western Expansion Area (WEA) and
Southern Expansion Area (SEA) on the Combat Center (Figure ES-1). The USFWS issued the 2012 BO
in response to the 2011 BA. Several conservation actions were recommended in the 2011 BA, and
approved in the 2012 BO, among them a plan to translocate tortoises from medium- and high-intensity
MEB operating areas in the WEA and SEA before training exercises begin in those areas.

ES.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action evaluated in this SEIS is to study alternative plans in support of the
project that was described in the 2012 Final EIS, selected in the 2013 ROD, and authorized by the Fiscal
Year (FY) 2014 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA). The 2011 GTP (MCAGCC 2011),
developed during the section 7 Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation on the 2012 Final EIS
proposed action, identified proposed recipient areas, translocation methods, and research treatments based
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on information available at the time of publication. Studies were conducted over the following 3 years to
provide information necessary to refine these areas, methods, and treatments. The 2011 GTP explicitly
recognized that as a result of these studies, the Combat Center could refine these areas to specific sites
and determine better recipient sites not considered in the 2011 GTP. The results of these efforts, and
further consultation with USFWS and CDFW, identified refinements to translocation methods, recipient
sites, and research treatments that could better support the goals of the translocation effort (and became
the basis for the action alternatives considered in this SEIS). The alternative selected in the ROD for the
SEIS will be implemented prior to conducting the sustained, combined-arms, live-fire, and maneuver field
training for MEB-sized MAGTFs contemplated in the 2012 Final EIS.

The Marine Corps needs to implement the proposed action to satisfy requirements identified in the 2012
Final EIS and associated BO. The 2012 Land Acquisition BO concluded that the implementation of the
Preferred Alternative would likely result in the “take” of desert tortoises associated with military training,
tortoise translocation efforts, and authorized and unauthorized off-highway vehicle (OHV) use by
recreationists displaced from former areas of the Johnson Valley OHV Area.

The 2013 ROD committed the Marine Corps to the following measures from the 2012 Land Acquisition
BO issued by the USFWS (see Section 1.3.2 for additional details on these measures):

e Establish new Special Use Areas (areas that have not been identified as part of the training
scenarios and that contain habitat supporting desert tortoises);

e Translocation Program;
o Desert Tortoise Headstart Program and Population Augmentation; and
e Monitoring.

ES.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives for implementing the proposed action must be considered in accordance with NEPA, CEQ,
and DON regulations for implementing NEPA, and Marine Corps Order P5090.2A. However, only those
alternatives determined to be reasonable relative to their ability to fulfill/meet the purpose of and need for
the proposed action require detailed analysis.

The 2011 GTP (MCAGCC 2011; see also Appendix A) that was prepared in support of the 2012 Final
EIS and associated BO is considered the No-Action Alternative in this SEIS. The intent of the GTP was
to provide for the translocation of tortoises from training areas in the WEA and SEA that would
experience high to moderate levels of impact from the proposed training activities, and to recommend
further investigation of those factors that would be important determinants of translocation success and
tortoise recovery. The BO identified conservation and mitigation measures the Marine Corps would need
to implement to minimize the rate of mortality or injury to resident tortoises, including developing a
detailed plan to translocate desert tortoises from areas that would experience impacts from training. Since
the 2012 Final EIS and 2013 ROD, the Marine Corps has conducted detailed studies and has worked with
USFWS and the BLM to refine the translocation plan for the desert tortoise, as required in the 2012 Land
Acquisition BO. As a result of this effort, and in consultation with the USFWS, the Combat Center
refined and developed two alternative desert tortoise translocation plans.

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Marine Corps would conduct translocation of desert tortoises at
recipient areas as identified in the 2011 GTP and the Land Acquisition BO. The No-Action Alternative
would include several recipient and control areas and identifies translocation methods, post-translocation
monitoring, and other research that would provide important information about desert tortoise recovery
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methods. As outlined in the 2011 GTP, the Combat Center has since conducted a 3-year program of
surveys, literature review, and consultation with resource agencies, resulting in the preparation of a desert
tortoise translocation plan in March 2016 (Alternative 1), which was further developed in June 2016
(Alternative 2), based on internal USFWS development of draft revised translocation guidance (USFWS
2016a). Alternatives 1 and 2 primarily differ from the No-Action Alternative in the selection of recipient
and control sites and in the distribution of desert tortoises at each recipient site. Compared to the No-
Action Alternative, Alternatives 1 and 2 would also include additional research studies and reflect
updated information obtained from the 3-year program of surveys conducted since the 2012 Final EIS.
Alternative 2 differs from Alternative 1 in that one less recipient site would be used, the pairing of control
sites to one recipient site would be different, the Bullion control site would be located on the Combat
Center instead of within the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area, and translocation densities would be
different (Figure ES-1).

The proposed action includes four fundamental and interrelated components that are reflected in the
alternatives:

e Recipient and Control Areas. The 2011 GTP (Appendix A) identified criteria for selection of
recipient areas that should be met for successful translocation to occur. These criteria are
consistent with the goals, objectives, and recovery strategies of the 2011 USFWS revised
recovery plan for the Mojave population of the desert tortoise (USFWS 2011a) and the 2010
USFWS plan development guidance for translocation of desert tortoises (USFWS 2010b).

e Translocation Methods. Translocation methods would include handling procedures, fencing,
translocation, and clearance surveys. All tortoise handling would be accomplished by techniques
outlined in the Desert Tortoise Field Manual (USFWS 2009), including the most recent disease
prevention techniques (e.g., USFWS 2016b). Juvenile tortoises that are too small to wear
transmitters would be moved to established juvenile pens at Tortoise Research and Captive
Rearing Sites (TRACRS) where they may become part of the headstart program (the Combat
Center’s tortoise rearing program) or to Special Use Areas. Tortoise exclusion fencing would be
installed along certain borders of the new Special Use Areas near maneuver or high use areas.
Under the No-Action Alternative, temporary fences would also be installed around six
constrained dispersal sites. Although the precise locations of such sites have not been
determined, they would all be located on the Combat Center. Under Alternatives 1 and 2,
temporary fences would also be installed at the constrained dispersal plot (Cleghorn Lake) and
along the southern portion of the Bullion Range Training Area. Tortoises would be moved under
the handling constraints identified in Section 2.1.2.1. Juvenile tortoises under 4.4 inches (11.2
centimeters [cm]) are highly subject to depredation by dogs/coyotes, badgers, and ravens.
Tortoises below this size would be translocated to predator-proof enclosures until they are large
enough to be released. Desert tortoises that exhibit moderate to severe nasal discharge would not
be translocated, and may be sent to a USFWS-approved facility where they would undergo
further assessment, treatment, and/or study. For up to the first 5 years following initial
translocation, clearance surveys would be conducted in the high- and moderate-impact areas to
remove remaining desert tortoises.
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e Post-Translocation Monitoring. Because of the size of the translocated population, radio-
telemetry tracking of all tortoises is impractical. However, 20% of translocated tortoises, and a
similar number of resident and control tortoises, would be tracked using radio-telemetry.
Substantial information on survival of translocatees, as well as on population demography,
repatriation, and health, can be gathered by repeated readings of mark-recapture plots where
tortoises have been translocated. Mark-recapture plots would be used to estimate the tortoise
population size by capturing, marking, and releasing a portion of the population, then later
capturing another portion and counting the number of marked individuals. Capture, marking, and
releasing activities would not involve any ground disturbance. Four subject areas would be
investigated by monitoring, each of which is described below:

o Survival: Survival of translocatees is the main metric for evaluating translocation as a take
minimization measure. Survival of translocated tortoises would be measured using two
methods: mark-recapture plots and tracking.

0 Threats to survival: Anthropogenic disturbances and predator populations that cause
potential risks to recovery and translocation success threats would be assessed both
qualitatively and quantitatively and compared to current levels.

0 Habitat stability/changes: Habitat would be assessed to monitor changes or stability during
each reading of the mark-recapture plots.

0 Health and disease: The incidence of disease and other health issues would be monitored
using body condition indices, clinical signs of disease, serology, and visual inspection for
injuries. This would be accomplished using both telemetered tortoises and all tortoises
captured on mark-recapture plots. Any health problems observed (e.g., rapid declines in body
condition, perceived outbreaks of disease, mortality events) would be reported to the
USFWS, CDFW, and BLM such that appropriate actions could be taken in a timely manner.

e Other Research: The Marine Corps, in consultation with USFWS, identified a research program
to benefit recovery of the species. Research topics include translocation effectiveness,
constrained dispersal (“repatriation” in the 2011 GTP), stocking densities, habitat, and disease.
Two main research topics that would be implemented are summarized below, both of which are
anticipated to provide results that are topical and important for recovery. Additional information
about this research is available in the 2011 GTP (Appendix A).

o Experimental Translocation Densities: The intent behind this research is to evaluate the
capability of the habitat to sustain a certain density of tortoises.

o Constrained Dispersal: Constrained dispersal (called “repatriation” in the 2011 GTP) is a
technique wherein tortoises are translocated to a fenced site to encourage settling before the
fence is removed.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are being carried forward for analysis, along with the No-Action Alternative. A
comparison of features of these alternatives is provided in Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Alternatives

Component |

No-Action Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

General Project
Features

Translocation

Translocation would occur as described in
Section 2.1.2.3.

Similar to the No-Action Alternative, but with
(1) different recipient and control sites;
(2) different post-translocation densities; and
(3) use of transport by helicopter to reduce
transportation time and stress.

Similar to Alternative 1, but with (1) small
difference in recipient and control sites; and (2)
different post-translocation densities.

Fencing would be installed as described

Similar to the No-Action Alternative except (1)
fence locations would vary according to

Similar to Alternative 1 except no fence would

Fencing - . changes in recipient sites; and (2) permanent be installed at the southern edge of the Bullion
in Section 2.1.2.2. . . . e
three-strand perimeter fence in specific Training Area.
locations (see Section 2.2.2.2).
Subsequent

Clearance Surveys

Same for all alternatives.

Same for all alternatives.

Same for all alternatives.

Post-Translocation

Monitoring
Post-translocation monitoring would qut—trans_location mon_itorir}g is generally
N focus on monitoring survival, threats to consistent V.V'th that described n the NO'AC“O” .
Monitoring ' Alternative with the following exception: Same as Alternative 1.

survival, habitat stability/changes, and
health and disease.

Tortoise predator control measures would be
implemented.

Other Research

Experimental
Translocation
Densities

Research would be implemented with
densities up to 22.5 tortoises per km?.

Research would be implemented with densities
up to 13.2 tortoises per km?.

Research would be implemented with densities
up to 10.5 tortoises per km?.

Grazing

Grazing occurs; research would not be
implemented.

Grazing occurs, research would be
implemented at the Lucerne-Ord Recipient
Site.

Same as Alternative 1.

Constrained

Research would be implemented in four

Research would be implemented in a single,

Same as Alternative 1.

Dispersal to six small constrained dispersal pens. larger site at the Cleghorn recipient site.
Physmal and Genetic Not Considered. Research would be |m_plemented for all release Same as Alternative 1.
Distance sites.
Vertical . I

. Research would be implemented on Research eliminated from further .
Transmission of . . . . - Same as Alternative 1.
Disease vertical transmission of disease. consideration.

Headstarting

Not Considered.

Research would be implemented at the
TRACRS headstart facility.

Same as Alternative 1.
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Alternatives (continued)

Component | No-Action Alternative | Alternative 1 | Alternative 2

Land Use Overlap
(acres): Recipient

Wilderness Areas 0 0 0
Wilderness Study 0 3,672 3,672
Areas

Mojave Trails

National Monument 0 31,699 31,699
Grazing Allotment 17,355 12,189 12,189
Land Use Overlap:

Control*?

Wilderness Areas 4 Control Areas 6,397 4,387
Wilderness Study 0 Control Areas 0 0
Areas

Mojave Trails 0 Control Areas 3,301 3,054
National Monument

Grazing Allotment 2 Control Areas 9,485 9,485

Legend: km? = square kilometer; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; RTA = Range Training Area; SEA = Southern Expansion Area; TRACRS = Tortoise Research and Captive
Rearing Site; WEA = Western Expansion Area.

Notes: ! Includes Recipient or Control Areas for the No-Action Alternative and Recipient or Control Sites for Alternatives 1 and 2.
2 Control Area boundaries were not determined in the 2011 GTP, so acreage of overlap cannot be calculated. Overlap with specific land uses is reported in terms of the
number of control areas that intersect these land uses.
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This SEIS analyzes potential impacts for biological resources, land use (including recreation), air quality,
and cultural resources. Cumulative effects of the proposed action in conjunction with other past, present,
or reasonably foreseeable future actions are also analyzed.

ES.3 SPECIAL CONSERVATION MEASURES

Mitigation is an important mechanism federal agencies can use to minimize the potential adverse
environmental impacts associated with their actions.  Agencies can use mitigation to reduce
environmental impacts in several ways. As defined in 40 CFR 8§ 1508.20, mitigation includes:

¢ Avoiding an impact by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
¢ Minimizing an impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation;
o Rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

e Reducing or eliminating an impact over time, through preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action; and

e Compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

Many federal agencies rely on mitigation to reduce adverse environmental impacts as part of the planning
process for a project, incorporating mitigation as integral components of a proposed project design before
making a determination about the significance of the project’s environmental impacts. Such mitigation
can lead to an environmentally preferred outcome and in some cases reduce the projected impacts of
agency actions to below a threshold of significance. Such measures are often incorporated into the
proposed action, as part of the planning process, such as agency standardized best management practices
(BMPs) (e.g., to prevent storm water runoff or fugitive dust emissions at a construction site). For the
purposes of this SEIS, such measures are referred to as Special Conservation Measures (SCMs). The
SCMs would be included in the project design and, as an integral component of the proposed action,
would be implemented with the proposed action. The CEQ regulations also require consideration of
mitigation measures that are not already included as part of the proposed action. Such mitigation is
distinct from SCMs as they represent additional measures, beyond the proposed action, that are being
considered for further reducing, avoiding, and/or compensating for adverse effects outlined in this SEIS.
The ROD for this SEIS will state which, if any, of these additional measures will be implemented. The
SCMs presented in this section would be included in the proposed action to avoid or minimize potential
impacts. SCMs and mitigation measures are summarized below.

ES.3.1 General Measures

1. A contract requirement would be to include BMPs to minimize potential impacts to surface water
from construction activities (such as the use of hay bales or other barriers around excavation areas
to trap sediment and prevent mobilization by surface water runoff; covering piles of excavated
soil before the soil is backfilled into the trenches; proper procedures for contractors’ laydown
areas and equipment to prevent accidental fuel releases, etc.). Natural Resources and
Environmental Affairs (NREA) personnel at the Combat Center would be required to inspect the
construction sites and ensure that the contractor is complying with the BMPs.

2. All petroleum, oil, lubricants, and hazardous wastes/hazardous materials associated with the
construction and inspection phases of the project would be used, stored, managed, and disposed
of in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations and the Marine Corps
Order P5090.2A (Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual [DON 2013]).

ES-8



Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

3. Another contract requirement would be the preparation of a project-specific Health and Safety
Plan according to all federal, state, local and Marine Corps regulations and requirements. The
Health and Safety Plan would identify potential safety hazards associated with the construction
and inspection phases of the alternatives, and measures for preventing and minimizing them. The
Health and Safety Plan would address such issues as safe heavy equipment operation and fueling;
properly signing/flagging work areas; traffic control; backfilling all trenches at the end of the
workday; securing equipment left onsite; slips, trips and falls; overhead hazards; and potential
biological hazardous such as ticks, scorpions, and venomous snakes.

4. NREA and its contractors would be required to contact the MCAGCC Public Works Officer to
locate all on-base underground utilities within the proposed fence alignment, and Underground
Service Alert of Southern California (DigAlert) for the locations of all long-distance, commercial
underground utility corridors while the project is in the design stage. The fenceline would be
routed to avoid intersecting underground utilities in the project areas. If the fence alignment must
cross over an underground utility, such as an underground natural gas transmission pipeline, the
following procedures would be implemented to prevent contact with and damage to the
underground utility:

4.1 Utility company representatives would meet at the site with design/engineering staff.
The utility company personnel would flag or otherwise mark at the surface the width of
the underground utility corridor where the fenceline would cross. Geographic
Information System (GIS) coordinates would be recorded for width of the underground
utility at each the location where the fenceline would cross the utility.

4.2 Project staff would design that segment of the fenceline such that the t-posts would be
placed with a 2 feet (ft) (0.6 meter [m]) buffer on either side of the utility corridor.

4.3 Project engineers/designers and utility company personnel would be on-site when t-posts
are installed to provide direction to t-post installers to ensure that the utility line is
avoided. GIS coordinates would be recorded for each t-post installed at either side of a
utility corridor.

4.4 Where the fence must cross an underground utility corridor, no trench would be
excavated. Instead, the fence materials would be bent at a 90 degree angle to produce a
lower section approximately 14 inches (35 cm) wide that would be placed parallel to, and
in direct contact with, the ground surface (USFWS 2009). The remaining 22 inch (55 cm)
wide upper section would be placed vertically against the t-posts, perpendicular to the
ground and attached to the t-posts.  The lower section in contact with the ground would
be placed level with the ground surface and face inward toward the exclusion area (i.e.,
face toward the direction inside which the tortoises are meant to stay). The fence
material on the ground surface would be buried with soil and rocks (rocks approximately
2 to 4 inches [5 to 10 cm] in diameter; larger rocks may be used where soil is shallow) to
a depth of up to 4 inches (5 cm). A minimum of 18 inches (76 cm) of height space would
be left between the rock surface and the top of the tortoise-proof fence (USFWS 2009).
During the inspection phase, in the event that a t-post is found to be displaced, the GIS
coordinates from the original installation would be used to ensure that the replacement is
installed a safe distance from the underground utility.

5. The translocation plan anticipates that some recipient sites would be on lands managed by BLM.
The following Stipulations would be employed on lands administered by BLM.
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51 The Marine Corps would survey proposed helicopter landing sites for desert tortoises
before use. All landing sites would be at least 100 ft (30 m) from any existing desert
tortoise or burrow. Desert tortoises that enter an established landing site would be moved
at least 100 ft (30 m) from activity within that site by an Authorized Biologist.

5.2 The Marine Corps would protect all survey monuments found within the right-of-way.

5.3 All vehicular traffic would be limited to routes that have been designated “open” (signed)
by BLM. New access roads or cross-country vehicle travel would not be permitted. Use
of any routes not designated “open” (signed) would not be utilized.

54 Before any helicopter landings, the Marine Corps would develop, and BLM would
approve, an Aviation Safety Management Plan that would specifically address how
potential conflicts between helicopter use and other area users would be resolved.

55 Before any helicopter landings, the Marine Corps would develop, and BLM would
approve, a Spill Prevention Plan to address contingencies should a fuel spill occur.
Fueling on public lands would not be authorized.

ES.3.2 Biological Resources

Three SCMs are proposed as part of the project to offset impacts to desert tortoises and desert tortoise
habitat. These measures have been developed by the NREA Division at the Combat Center in
consultation with the USFWS and are described in detail below.

6. An Authorized Biologist would be present during all fence installation activities to ensure that
placement of the fence would adaptively avoid protected and special status biological resources
(e.g., flora and fauna species) and long-lived woody vegetation.

7. Regular fence inspections (as described in Section 2.1.2.2, Fencing) would include monitoring
and removal of any soil and plant debris that might collect at the fence.

8. Ininstances where desert tortoise eggs are translocated, nests would be protected with open-mesh
fencing that permits hatchlings to escape but prevents predation by dogs/coyotes that might be
attracted by human scent to the new nests. Alternatively, smaller mesh fencing or other
techniques may be used to prevent ground squirrel predation on nests. Open-mesh fencing or
avian netting also would be installed on the roof of the nest enclosure to prevent predator entry.
Nests covered in material that would not allow hatchlings to exit would require monitoring from a
30 ft (9 m) distance for hatching activity. If possible, and following the Desert Tortoise Field
Manual (USFWS 2009), hatchlings would be weighed, measured, photographed, described, and
marked.

In addition, numerous standard or currently implemented SCMs would continue to be implemented.
These are described in the 2012 Final EIS; the following discussion focuses on SCMS that are relevant to
the proposed action that are not already incorporated into Sections 2.1, 2.2, or 2.3.

9. Upon issuance of the BO for the proposed project, the Combat Center would amend its Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) to incorporate the conditions for use associated
with the new training areas and new/modified airspace.

10. The following measures from the 2002 Basewide BO (USFWS 2002), the 2012 Land Acquisition
BO (USFWS 2012), the 2012 INRMP (MCAGCC 2012), and the current Combat Center Order
5090.4F (MAGTF Training Command 2011a), would be implemented:
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10.1

10.2

10.3

The Marine Corps will ensure that personnel inspect beneath and around all parked
vehicles, located in desert tortoise habitat, prior to moving the vehicle. If a desert tortoise
is located beneath a vehicle and is not in immediate danger or impeding training, the
Marines will allow the tortoise to move on its own or they will contact Range Control for
instructions. Only appropriately briefed Marines, with direct radio or telephone
communication with and authorization from Range Control, will move desert tortoises.
In these instances, the Marine Corps will move desert tortoises only the minimum
distance to ensure their safety.

During construction in areas that are not fenced with desert tortoise exclusion fencing, an
Authorized Biologist will check open trenches at least two times a day, in the morning
and evening, throughout the duration of construction. If midday temperatures are likely to
be above 95 degrees Fahrenheit, one of these checks will occur one hour prior to the
forecasted high temperature. The Marine Corps will leave open excavations only if they
are temporarily fenced or covered to exclude desert tortoises. The Marine Corps will
inspect all excavations for desert tortoises prior to filling.

If maintenance or construction occurs during a time of year when desert tortoises are
active, the Authorized Biologist would ensure that clearance surveys have been
conducted in all work areas within appropriate habitat immediately before the onset of
work; that is, the clearance surveys would be timed to reduce, to the extent possible, the
likelihood that a desert tortoise could move into a work area between the time the site is
surveyed and the onset of work. The NREA staff would determine whether desert
tortoises are likely to be active with consideration of the time of year and the weather
conditions at the time and place where work is to be conducted. If desert tortoises are
unlikely to be active, the clearance surveys may be conducted within 48 hours before
ground disturbance. When desert tortoise burrows are found, they would be checked for
desert tortoises; when desert tortoises are found, the burrows would be flagged. All
unoccupied burrows would be flagged in a different manner than the occupied burrows.
During the construction period, an Authorized Biologist would re-check the burrows and
remove any desert tortoises that would be in danger by the mission-related construction
activity.

Reporting Procedures (Adapted from the 2012 Land Acquisition BO and the 2002 BO)

104

10.5

The NREA office would maintain a record of all observations of desert tortoises
encountered at the Combat Center. The information gathered would include the date and
time of observation; whether the desert tortoise was handled and whether it voided its
bladder; general health of the desert tortoise; and, if it was moved, the locations from and
to which the desert tortoise was moved.

The Marine Corps would provide a written report to the USFWS by January 31 of each
year, to document the numbers and locations of desert tortoises injured, killed, and
handled; discuss the effectiveness of the Marine Corps’ protective measures; and
recommend other measures that allow for better protection of the desert tortoise or more
workable implementation. The report would also include detailed information on the
construction and maintenance projects that NREA personnel reviewed in the previous
year; these projects include any actions that NREA staff determines are not likely to
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10.6

adversely affect the desert tortoise and those that are likely to adversely affect the desert
tortoise and that are conducted under the auspices of a BO.

If the Marine Corps is required to prepare any additional written reports as a result of
biological opinions for activities it conducts at the Combat Center, the information from
these reports may be included in this annual report.

Disposition of Dead or Injured Desert Tortoises (Adapted from the 2012 Land Acquisition BO and the

2002 BO)
10.7

10.8

10.9

10.10

Upon locating dead or injured desert tortoises, initial notification within 3 days of their
finding would be made in writing to the Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office by
telephone (760-322-2070) or electronic mail. The report would include the date, time,
and location of the carcass, a photograph (if possible), cause of death, if known, and any
other pertinent information.

Care would be taken in handling injured animals to ensure effective treatment. Injured
animals would be transported to a qualified veterinarian or a rehabilitator licensed by the
State of California. Should any treated desert tortoises survive, the USFWS would be
contacted regarding the final disposition of the animals.

The USFWS may advise the Marine Corps to provide the dead specimens to a laboratory
for analysis. The carcass of the deceased tortoise must be kept so the biological material
remains intact. When possible, the carcass should be kept on ice or refrigerated (not
frozen) until the USFWS has provided information on the appropriate means for
disposition.

If such institutions are not available or the shell has been damaged, the information noted
in the Reporting Requirements section of the 2002 BO would be obtained and the
carcasses left in place. Arrangements regarding the proper disposition of potential
museum specimens would be made with the institution by the Marine Corps before
implementation of the action.

Desert Tortoise Conservation Efforts (Adapted from 2012 Integrated Natural Resources Management

Plan
10.11
10.12
10.13
10.14
10.15
10.16

10.17
10.18
10.19

Manage TRACRS to protect nests and hatchling tortoises from predation.

Monitor tortoise growth and population changes over time to determine facility success.
Continue non-native predator management.

Minimize MSR and road proliferation.

Continue tortoise awareness program.

Cooperate with other agencies and academic institutions on research conducted on the
cause, transmission, testing, and treatment of Upper Respiratory Tract Disease.

Evaluate desert tortoise habitat condition and health.
Identify areas of desert tortoise habitat at risk for negative impacts.

Continue long-term tortoise density and trend-monitoring program using USFWS-
approved protocols.
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10.20
10.21
10.22
10.23

10.24

10.25
10.26

Maintain established study plots.
Monitor long-term study plots on a 2- to 4-year rotation.
Restore disturbed washes to allow for proper functioning.

Maintain and delineate road access to sites to discourage units from making alternate
routes.

Identify areas where road upgrades or relocations can benefit both military travel and
natural resources conservation. Design projects to enhance these roads, encourage their
use, and avoid significant impacts to the desert tortoise, including proper drainage work
on shoulders and adequate dry wash crossings.

Restore and rehabilitate Training Lands when economically feasible.

Prevent damage to naturally and culturally sensitive areas by making personnel aware
that they are entering sensitive areas.

Desert Tortoise Conservation Measures from the Combat Center Order 5090.4F (Adapted from MAGTF

Training Command 2011a)

10.27

10.28

10.29
10.30

10.31
10.32

10.33

The possession of otherwise legal captive desert tortoises aboard the Combat Center,
including base housing, is prohibited. Under no circumstances are legal captive or wild
tortoises from off-base to be released into the Combat Center’s population.

The feeding of wildlife on the Combat Center is prohibited. Unauthorized feeding of
desert wildlife creates an imbalance in the food chain and reduces the animals’ natural
fear of humans, which places humans, wildlife, and domestic pets at risk.

The introduction of any exotic plant life is prohibited on the Combat Center.

The release of exotic wildlife, domesticated pets, aquatic species, and those vertebrate
and invertebrate species not native to the area is strictly prohibited.

Open fires and the harvesting or cutting of any native vegetation are prohibited.

The “Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area,” located to the south of the Cleghorn Pass,
Bullion, and America Mine Training Areas, is managed by the BLM. Accessing or
departing the southeastern ranges through this area by vehicle is strictly prohibited. No
vehicle entry is allowed in this protected area. There is no authorized access to the
Cleghorn Pass, Bullion, or America Mine Training Ranges from a southerly direction.

The “Ord-Rodman Critical Habitat” for desert tortoise and two associated wilderness
areas are adjacent to the Sunshine Peak Training Area. No vehicle entry is allowed in
these protected areas.

ES.3.3 Land Use

The following BLM measures would be implemented as part of the proposed action.

11. A BLM Minimum Requirements Analysis would be performed whenever project activities would
occur in designated wilderness areas.

12. During post-translocation monitoring and related activities, Authorized Biologists would identify
vehicle staging areas outside designated wilderness areas (using a Global Positioning System to
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13.

14.

ES3.4

ensure awareness of wilderness area boundaries), would enter wilderness areas only on foot, and
would vary their ingress/egress routes to control areas and sites so as to avoid leaving evidence of
a trail or path into designated wilderness areas.

Installation of fencing along (but outside of) boundaries of wilderness areas would, to the
maximum extent practicable, make use of colored fence posts that blend in with surrounding
terrain and thereby minimize visual impact from within the designated areas.

The Marine Corps will not install remote tracking devices (e.g., transmitters) on desert tortoises
in wilderness areas or wilderness study areas.

Air Quality

Where applicable during project construction, the Combat Center would implement the following:

15.

16.
ES.3.5

Use water trucks to keep construction areas and commercial helicopter landing sites during
translocation damp enough to minimize the generation of fugitive dust.

Minimize the amount of disturbed ground area at any given time.

Cultural Resources

For areas on the Combat Center:

17.

18.

19.

20.

The Marine Corps would provide an archaeological monitor to be present for all sign and post
emplacement as well as for all trenching for desert tortoise exclusion fencing and the permanent
maintenance road. The monitor would ensure that no signs, posts, trenches, or roads would be
placed in a manner that would disturb any archaeological site or features.

Any new archaeological sites would be recorded and entered into both the NREA’s and the
State’s databases.

Construction material laydown areas (located on the new maintenance road) would be restricted
to the defined Area of Potential Effect and placement would be monitored by archaeological
monitors to ensure that no cultural resources are disturbed.

Site CA-SBR-12950 would be flagged and it would be monitored by a NREA-approved
archaeologist to ensure that it is not inadvertently disturbed or affected.

For areas on BLM-managed lands:

21.

22.

The Marine Corps would survey proposed helicopter landing sites for cultural resources before
use. All landing sites would be placed at least 100 ft (30 m) from any cultural resources.

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains:

22.1  Upon discovery of human remains, all work within a minimum of 200 ft (61 m) of the
remains must cease immediately, nothing disturbed, and the area is to be secured. The
County Coroner’s Office of the county where the remains were located must be called.
The Coroner has two working days to examine the remains after notification. The
appropriate land manager/owner or the site shall also be called and informed of the
discovery.

22.2  Federal land managers/federal law enforcement/federal archaeologists are to be informed
as well because of complementary jurisdiction issues. It is very important that the
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suspected remains and the area around them remain undisturbed and the proper
authorities called to the scene as soon as possible as it could be a crime scene.

22.3  The Coroner would determine if the bones are historic/archaeological or a modern legal

case.

23. Modern Remains:

23.1  If the Coroner's Office determines the remains are of modern origin, the appropriate law

enforcement officials would be called by the Coroner and conduct the required
procedures. Work would not resume until law enforcement has released the area.

24. Archaeological Remains:

24.1  If the Coroner determines the remains are archaeological or historic and there is no legal

question, the appropriate Field Office Archaeologist must be called. The archaeologist
would initiate the proper procedures under the Archaeological Resources Protection Act
and/or Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). If the
remains can be determined to be Native American, the steps as outlined in NAGPRA, 43
CFR 10.4, Inadvertent Discoveries, must be followed.

ES.4 OTHER POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES

ES.4.1

Biological Resources

In addition to the SCMs described above, the following additional mitigation measures have been

BIO-1.

BI1O-2.

BI10O-3.

B10-4.

BIO-5.

identified to potentially reduce project impacts to biological resources:

Upon the eventual removal of tortoise exclusion fencing associated with the constrained
dispersal sites, the fence areas would be restored to pre-existing conditions to the maximum
extent practicable; this may include filling the trench with adjacent disturbed soil,
revegetating the fenceline with native plants, and tilling the maintenance road (and potentially
the access road) if sufficient evidence of compaction is observed.

Perching deterrents would be installed on all fence and sign posts that could be used for
perching to decrease the threat of raptor and corvid predation on tortoises. Perching
deterrents have shown to decrease incidence and length of perching, and as a result, a
decrease in predation (Dwyer and Doloughan 2014). Perching deterrents include specifically
designed and engineered products, such as Nixalite® bird spikes and Bird-B-Gone bird
spiders, and simple home solutions such as driving a nail into the top of a fence post and
allowing it to protrude a few inches above the top of the post. These devices could be
inspected and repaired or replaced as needed as part of the fence monitoring procedures
described in Section 2.1.2.2, Fencing.

The Combat Center would furnish all tortoise exclusion fencing with artificial shade
structures and consult with USFWS on the specific design criteria (e.g., location, size).

The Combat Center would consult with USFWS regarding the appropriate course of action to
take for any desert tortoise repeatedly found fence-pacing.

The Combat Center would develop measures to control coyotes and free-roaming dogs (not
be applied in wilderness areas).
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ES.4.2 Land Use

In addition to the SCMs described above, the following additional mitigation measure has been identified
to potentially reduce project impacts to land use:

LU-1. Alter the No-Action Alternative to fence only the Exclusive Military Use Area (EMUA)
portion of the recipient area in the western portion of the WEA, and only translocate desert
tortoises to this smaller fenced area. This potential mitigation measure would eliminate this
impact to recreation use.

ES.4.3  Air Quality

Aside from SCMs, no additional mitigation measures have been identified to reduce project impacts to air
quality for the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2.

ES.4.4 Cultural Resources

With the application of the SCMs, there are no anticipated impacts to historic properties from
implementation of the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2. Accordingly, no additional
mitigation measures are needed. Impacts to the desert tortoise as a part of the cultural and spiritual
landscape of the Colorado River Indian Tribes would be less than significant. Consultation with the
Tribes on this issue is ongoing.

ES.5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

A summary comparison of environmental impacts for the No-Action Alternative and the two action
alternatives is presented in Table ES-2.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts

Resource NO'ACU?” Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Biological LSl LSl LSI
Resources Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation
e LSl because fence and associated e LSl because fence and road e LSl because fence and road

maintenance road construction would construction would impact construction would impact
impact approximately 122.4 acres (49.5 approximately 0.1 acre (0.04 ha) of approximately 0.1 acre (0.04 ha) of
ha) of desert scrub and 29.6 acres (12 active and stabilized dune; 24.3 acres active and stabilized dune; 20.9 acres
ha) of relatively barren badlands, rock (9.8 ha) of badlands, rock outcrops, and (8.5 ha) of badlands, rock outcrops, and
outcrops, and cliffs within the Combat cliffs; 68.5 acres (27.7 ha) of desert cliffs; 64.9 acres (26.3 ha) of desert
Center (Table 4.1-1). These impact scrub; and 4.12 acres (1.7 ha) of desert scrub; and 2.32 acres (0.94 ha) of desert
areas represent approximately 0.44% of wash within the Combat Center. These wash within the Combat Center. As
the total desert scrub and 0.17% of the impact areas represent approximately described above, the Bullion recipient
total badlands, rock outcrops, and cliffs 0.07% of the total active and stabilized site would not be established and the
found within the proposed recipient dune; 0.07% of the total badlands, rock Bullion control site would be relocated.
areas, alternate recipient areas, and outcrops, and cliffs; 0.07% of the total Therefore, impact areas would represent
Special Use Areas under the No-Action desert scrub; and 0.13% of the total approximately 0.29% of the total active
Alternative. Implementation of the desert wash found within the proposed and stabilized dune; 0.07% of the total
proposed SCMs would reduce these recipient and control sites under badlands, rock outcrops, and cliffs;
impacts. Alternative 1. 0.07% of the total desert scrub; and

LSl LSl 0.09% of the total desert wash found

Desert Tortoise

LSI because (1) tortoises would have a
higher risk of mortality (e.g., from
predation or heat), but the increased
risk of mortality is small,
unquantifiable, not statistically
significant compared to that of resident
and control tortoises, and is not a driver
of desert tortoise mortality following
translocation; (2) every alternative
includes project features designed to
minimize impacts; (3) impacts,
including increased stress, would be
temporary; (4) population augmentation
at the proposed recipient areas would
neither push the population over the
carrying capacity nor result in a

Desert Tortoise

Compared to the No-Action Alternative,
Alternative 1 would have the following
impacts:

e The use of one, larger constrained
dispersal site instead of four smaller
sites would have a beneficial impact to
the tortoise because it better
accommodates tortoise home range
size, and could provide results that
would better inform future management
actions.

e Translocation of tortoises to areas of
depleted populations is even more
likely to occur.

e Headstarting research would be
performed.

within the proposed recipient and
control sites under Alternative 2.
LSl
Desert Tortoise
Compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 2
would have the following impacts:

e  Density research methodologies would
be based on the latest translocation
guidance from the USFWS (2016a). As
a result, this alternative places greater
emphasis on augmenting depleted
populations.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource X‘I;ﬁf;,'[?ye Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Biological population that is unviable; (5) fence Insufficient numbers of tortoises with
Resources

(continued)

construction would adversely affect
desert tortoise habitat; (6) tortoises
would be translocated less than 124
miles (200 km) to areas that are all
located within the same Recovery Unit,
and therefore adverse genetic impacts
would not occur; (7) handling would
create stress in translocated tortoises but
these effects would be temporary; and
(8) tortoises would experience higher
levels of stress and would be exposed to
new tortoises as a result of
translocation, but precautions would be
taken and accepted guidelines would be
followed to reduce stress and minimize
the risk of spreading disease. In
addition, SCMs would be implemented
to reduce potential impacts.

Benefits would occur because (1)
research would be performed that could
help improve future management
actions to recover the species; (2)
increased tortoise density could help
desert tortoises spend less energy
searching for mates; (3) augmenting the
recipient areas would help increase the
connectivity at and around the recipient
areas; and (4) fence construction would
help prevent moderate and heavy
impact areas from becoming a
population “sink.”

abnormal nasal discharge were found
during baseline and clearance surveys to
support study of the vertical
transmission of disease. As such,
Alternative 1 eliminates this potential
research from further consideration.

Construction of the fence along the
northern edge of the WEA would
prevent OHV users from entering this
area of the WEA and tortoises from
entering the OHV area, thereby
protecting the habitat and tortoises
within this area.

The Combat Center would implement a
predator control program.

The use of helicopters to transport
tortoises would greatly reduce the
amount of time they are handled as well
as the stress associated with long
handling periods.

Research on the effects of cattle grazing
on desert tortoises may help inform
future management actions regarding
cattle grazing that could, in turn, have a
beneficial impact to tortoises that
extends well beyond the study area.

Physical and genetic distance research
would help inform degree and timing of
assimilation of translocatees with
residents, helping measure translocation
effectiveness.

ES-18




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource

No-Action
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Land Use

SI-M
Plans and Polices
e Significant but mitigable impact

because fencing of the proposed
recipient area along the western
boundary of the WEA would remove
OHYV access to a portion of the Means
Lake Shared Use Area. This would be
inconsistent with the intent of the 2014
NDAA and the Johnson Valley OHV
Area Management Plan.
Potential Mitigation: LU-1, Alter the
No-Action Alternative to fence only the
EMUA portion of the recipient area in
the western portion of the WEA, and
translocate desert tortoises to only this
smaller fenced area outside the Means
Lake Shared Use Area.

LSI

Plans and Polices

e  Use of most recipient and control areas
would be consistent with existing plans
and policies, including the Combat
Center’s INRMP, the 2014 NDAA, San
Bernardino County General Plan,
CDCA Plan, and West Mojave Plan.

LSl
Land Ownership Status

e Changes in land ownership status would
not occur.

SI-M

Recreation and OHV Use

e Same SI-M impact as described above
for Plans and Policies, because fencing
of the WEA recipient area in the Means

LSl
Plans and Polices

e Use of recipient and control sites would
be consistent with existing plans and
policies, including the Combat Center’s
INRMP, San Bernardino County
General Plan, CDCA Plan, West
Mojave Plan, and Johnson Valley OHV
Management Plan.

LSl
Land Ownership Status

e Changes in land ownership status would
not occur.

LSl
Recreation and OHV Use

e The translocation of desert tortoises and
post-translocation monitoring at
recipient and control sites would not
affect recreation in designated areas
such as the Johnson Valley OHV
Recreation Area.

LSI
Grazing
e Impacts related to grazing under
Alternative 1 would be the same as for
the No-Action Alternative.
LSI
Conservation Areas

e The use of helicopters to translocate
tortoises would result in negligible
noise impacts and helicopters would
only land on existing roads, outside of
sensitive areas.

e The plan for translocation of desert
tortoises was coordinated with the BLM

LSI

Impacts would be essentially the same
as described for Alternative 1.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource Im;’:;f;'[?\?e Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Land Use Lake Shared Use Area would prevent to ensure that translocation and

(continued)

access to an “open use” OHV area.

Potential Mitigation: LU-1, Alter the
No-Action Alternative to fence only the
EMUA portion of the recipient area in
the western portion of the WEA, and
translocate desert tortoises to only this
smaller fenced area outside the Means
Lake Shared Use Area.

LSI

monitoring is consistent with the
management plans for the ACECs and
the Mojave Trails National Monument.

Wilderness Areas

Under Alternative 1, SCMs described in
Section 2.6 would be applied as part of
the proposed action and would include a

LSl BLM Minimum Requirements Analysis;
Grazing placing staging areas outside wilderness

e Land use impacts associated with
incompatibility with grazing allotments
would be less then significant because
grazing of cattle would continue to
occur and the total dry matter
consumption by translocated tortoises
would be less than the equivalent
consumption of a single cow.

LSl
Conservation Areas

e Vehicle traffic on BLM-managed lands
would be limited to routes that have
been designated “open” by BLM. No
new roads or cross-country vehicle
travel are proposed. Project activities
within conservation areas would be
compatible with the purposes and
management of such areas.

LSI
Wilderness Areas
e Only control areas are proposed in
wilderness areas (no tortoise recipient
areas). Fencing would be on Combat
Center land outside one wilderness area.
With the implementation of SCMs

areas; and varying foot traffic ingress
and egress routes to minimize
development of trails. Fencing would
be on Combat Center land outside one
wilderness area. Fence posts adjacent to
wilderness areas would be of a color
which would blend with the surrounding
landscape. All project activities within
wilderness areas would be consistent
with wilderness management goals,
characteristics, and values, so
Alternative 1 is expected to result in less
than significant impacts to wilderness
areas.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

No-Action . .
Resource Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Land Use described in Section 2.6, all project

(continued)

activities within wilderness areas would
be consistent with wilderness
management goals, characteristics, and
values, so the No-Action Alternative is
expected to result in less than
significant impacts to wilderness areas.

Air Quality LSl LSl LSI
e Estimated construction and operation e Impacts would be similar to the No- e Impacts would be similar to the No-
emissions of all criteria pollutants Action Alternative, and therefore would Action Alternative, and therefore would
would be below conformity de minimis be less than significant. be less than significant.
limits. Therefore, impacts to air quality
would be less than significant.
Cultural LSl LSl LSl
Resources Cultural and Spiritual Landscape Cultural and Spiritual Landscape Cultural and Spiritual Landscape

NI

Less than significant impacts to the
desert tortoise as a part of the cultural
and spiritual landscape of the Colorado
River Indian Tribes. Consultation with
the Tribes on this issue is ongoing.

Historic Properties

No impacts anticipated to historic
properties due to implementation of
SCMs.

e Impacts would be the same as for the
No-Action Alternative.
NI
Historic Properties

e Impacts would be the same as the No-
Action Alternative, with the addition of
the use of helicopter landing areas
occurring on MSRs or within existing
roads/routes. With the implementation
of the SCMs, no impacts to historic
properties are anticipated due to
helicopter landings.

e Impacts would be the same as for
Alternative 1.
NI
Historic Properties

e Impacts would be the same as
Alternative 1.

Legend: ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; BLM = Bureau of Land Management; CDCA = California Desert Conservation Area; ELISA = Enzyme-Linked
Immunosorbent Assay; INRMP = Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan; km = kilometer; LSI = Less than Significant Impacts; MSR = Main Supply Route;
NI = No Impact; NDAA = National Defense Authorization Act; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; SCM = Special Conservation Measures; Sl = Significant Impacts;
SI-M = Significant Impacts Mitigable to Less Than Significant; USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; WEA = Western Expansion Area.
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ES.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A summary of potential cumulative impacts under each action alternative is summarized in Table ES-3.

Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts

No-Action . .
Resource Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Biological SI SI Si
Resources Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation

Under the No-Action Alternative, a relatively
limited acreage of vegetation (less than half
of 1% of the project area) would be affected
by ground-disturbing activities within the
Combat Center (e.g., fence installation and
road construction; see Section 4.1.2.1) that,
with the implementation of proposed SCMs
(Section 2.6), would result in a less than
significant impact to vegetation on a project-
level basis. However, the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions
(particularly renewable energy development
projects) described in Section 5.3 would
result in significant cumulative impacts to
vegetation. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

Sl

Desert Tortoise

While climate change is not a future action, it
is an ongoing phenomenon that would also
significantly impact biological resources,
also including the desert tortoise and its
habitat. Climate change is expected result in
a significant impact to biological resources,
including the desert tortoise, regardless of
where resources are located and even in the
absence of other future actions that may also
affect these resources. Moreover, it is
expected that climate change will require
continued, adaptive management to conserve

Under Alternative 1, a relatively limited
acreage of vegetation (less than half of 1% of
the project area) would be affected by
ground-disturbing activities within the
Combat Center (e.g., fence installation and
road construction; see Section 4.1.3.1) that,
with the implementation of proposed SCMs
(Section 2.6), would result in a less than
significant impact to vegetation on a project-
level basis. However, the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions
(particularly renewable energy development
projects) described in Section 5.3 would
result in significant cumulative impacts to
vegetation. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

Sl

Desert Tortoise

Similar to the No-Action Alternative and as
shown on Figure 5-6, under a 1°C increase in
summer temperatures, predicted climate
change refugia under Alternative 1 are
significantly reduced but still occur in a
mosaic patchwork throughout the recipient
sites shown on Figure 5-5. One exception is
the Siberia recipient site, which generally is
not predicted to contain tortoise refugia in
this climate change scenario. Under a 3°C
increase in summer temperatures, predicted
climate change refugia are reduced to tiny

Under Alternative 2, a relatively limited
acreage of vegetation (less than half of 1% of
the project area) would be affected by
ground-disturbing activities within the
Combat Center (e.g., fence installation and
road construction; see Section 4.1.4.1) that,
with the implementation of proposed SCMs
(Section 2.6), would result in a less than
significant impact to vegetation on a project-
level basis. However, the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions
(particularly renewable energy development
projects) described in Section 5.3 would
result in significant cumulative impacts to
vegetation. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

Sl

Desert Tortoise

With respect to cumulative impacts, the only
difference between Alternative 1 and
Alternative 2 is the removal of the Bullion
recipient site. As such, impacts to the desert
tortoise and its Alternative 2 would be less
than significant on a project-level basis, but
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions described in Section 5.3 would
result in significant cumulative impacts. In
addition, based on the results from Barrows
et al. (2016), climate change is expected to
also have a significant impact to the desert
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

No-Action . .
Resource Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Biological sensitive biological resources. No fragments within all recipient sites except the | tortoise and its habitat that would be in
Resources mitigations have been identified to address southern portion of the Rodman-Sunshine addition to that which would occur as a result

(continued)

this impact.

Peak North recipient site (see Figure 5-7).
Based on the results from Barrows et al.
(2016), climate change is expected to have a
significant impact on biological resources,
including the desert tortoise and its habitat,
which would be in addition to the significant
cumulative impacts that would occur as a
result of the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions described in
Section 5.3. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

of the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions described in
Section 5.3. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

Land Use

LSI

Plans and Polices

Under the No-Action Alternative, the fencing
of one recipient area in the WEA that
overlaps the Shared Use Area would be
inconsistent with the intent of the NDAA and
the Johnson Valley OHV Area Management
Plan, resulting in a significant but mitigable
project impact. However, the No-Action
Alternative would be consistent with other
existing plans and policies, and the project
impact to the NDAA and Johnson Valley
OHV Management Plan is not indicative of a
broader, cumulative impact with regard to
these documents. Cumulative impacts
related to plans and policies would be less
than significant.

LSl

Land Ownership Status

The No-Action Alternative would not result
in any change in land ownership status or
require any additional land use restrictions.
The additive effect of past, present, and

LSI

Plans and Polices

The proposed tortoise translocation activities
under Alternative 1 would be consistent with
existing plans and policies, but in
conjunction with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions, cumulative
impacts related to plans and policies would
be less than significant.

LSl

Land Ownership Status

Alternative 1 would not result in any change
in land ownership status or require any
additional land use restrictions. The additive
effect of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions on land ownership status
(together with Alternative 1) is expected to
be less than significant on a regional basis.

Sl

Recreation and OHV Use

The proposed translocation of desert tortoises
and post-translocation monitoring at recipient
and control sites under Alternative 1 would

LSl

Plans and Polices

The proposed tortoise translocation activities
under Alternative 2 would be consistent with
existing plans and policies, but in
conjunction with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions, cumulative
impacts related to plans and policies would
be less than significant

LSl

Land Ownership Status

Alternative 2 would not result in any change
in land ownership status or require any
additional land use restrictions. The additive
effect of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions on land ownership status
(together with Alternative 2) is expected to
be less than significant on a regional basis.

Sl

Recreation and OHV Use

The proposed translocation of desert tortoises
and post-translocation monitoring at recipient
and control sites under Alternative 2 would
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

No-Action . .
Resource Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Land Use reasonably foreseeable actions on land have a negligible effect on recreation in have a negligible effect on recreation in

(continued)

ownership status (together with the No-
Action Alternative) is expected to be less
than significant on a regional basis.

Sl

Recreation and OHV Use

The proposed desert tortoise exclusion fence
that would surround the recipient area in the
WEA under the No-Action Alternative would
cut-off OHV access to part of the Means
Lake (Shared Use Area) Training Area,
resulting in a significant impact to recreation.
On a project-level, this impact could be
mitigated to be less than significant with
implementation of potential mitigation
measure LU-1, which would adjust tortoise
translocation and fencing to occur only in the
exclusive military use area (as described in
Section 4.2.2.1). However, cumulative
impacts to recreation would continue to be
significant because of the additive effect of
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions, including reductions in land set aside
for recreational activities (e.g., the 2012 Final
EIS’s reduction in Johnson Valley OHV
Area), and increases in population that drive
larger numbers of people seeking recreational
opportunities. No additional mitigations
have been identified to address this impact.

Sl

Grazing

The Ord-Rodman recipient areas and two
control areas are located within the active
Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment (cattle).
Sufficient forage and access are available in
the remaining portions of the Ord Mountain

wilderness areas or the Johnson Valley OHV
Recreation Area. However, cumulative
impacts to recreation would continue to be
significant because of the additive effect of
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions, including reductions in land set aside
for recreational activities (e.g., the 2012 Final
EIS’s reduction in Johnson Valley OHV
Area), and increases in population that drive
larger numbers of people seeking recreational
opportunities. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

Sl

Grazing

The Lucerne-Ord and Rodman-Sunshine
Peak North recipient sites and the Rodman-
Sunshine Peak South control site are located
within the active Ord Mountain Grazing
Allotment (cattle). Sufficient forage and
access are available in the remaining portions
of the Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment.
While land use impacts related to
incompatibility with grazing are considered
to be less than significant at a project level,
impacts would be cumulatively significant
due to the continuing loss of rural
agricultural/grazing lands to other uses
including urban development, natural
resources development, resource protection
and conservation, outdoor recreation, and
military uses. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

wilderness areas or the Johnson Valley OHV
Recreation Area. However, cumulative
impacts to recreation would continue to be
significant because of the additive effect of
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions, including reductions in land set aside
for recreational activities (e.g., the 2012 Final
EIS’s reduction in Johnson Valley OHV
Area), and increases in population that drive
larger numbers of people seeking recreational
opportunities. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

Sl

Grazing

The overlap of Alternative 2 recipient and
control sites would be the same as for
Alternative 1. Sufficient forage and access
are available in the remaining portions of the
Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment for
continued cattle grazing. Grazing impacts
under Alternative 2 would be similar to the
No-Action Alternative, with less than
significant impacts to grazing on a project-
level basis but cumulatively significant
impacts to grazing due to the continuing loss
of rural agricultural/grazing lands to other
uses including urban development, natural
resources development, resource protection
and conservation, outdoor recreation, and
military uses. Therefore, impacts related to
grazing would be cumulatively significant.
No mitigations have been identified to
address this impact.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

No-Action . .
Resource Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Land Use Grazing Allotment. While land use impacts LSl LSl

(continued)

related to incompatibility with grazing are
considered to be less than significant at a
project level, impacts would be cumulatively
significant due to the continuing loss of rural
agricultural/grazing lands to other uses
including urban development, natural
resources development, resource protection
and conservation, outdoor recreation, and
military uses. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

LSl

Conservation Areas

Through coordination with the BLM,
proposed translocation efforts and post-
translocation monitoring at recipient and
control areas would be consistent with the
management plans for the two ACECs that
would overlap the proposed action, and no
significant impacts are anticipated. Other
cumulative actions would be required to do
the same. In addition, other cumulative
actions (e.g., Mojave Trails National
Monument and the CDCRA and CMORCA)
have already designated or will designate
new conservation areas in the project area.
Therefore, the proposed action would not
contribute to cumulative impacts related to
conservation areas, which would remain less
than significant.

LSl

Wilderness Areas

As per the evaluation of No-Action
Alternative impacts to wilderness areas
provided in Section 4.2.2.3, no recipient
areas for tortoise translocation would located

Conservation Areas

Through coordination with the BLM,
translocation efforts (including helicopter
use) and post-translocation monitoring at
recipient and control sites would be
consistent with the management plans for
affected ACECs and the Mojave Trails
National Monument, and no significant
impacts are expected to occur. Other
cumulative actions would be required to do
the same. In addition, other cumulative
actions (e.g., Mojave Trails National
Monument and the CDCRA and CMORCA)
have already designated or will designate
new conservation areas in the project area.
Therefore, the proposed action would not
contribute to cumulative impacts related to
conservation areas, which would remain less
than significant.

LSl

Wilderness Areas

As per the evaluation of Alternative 1
impacts provided in Section 4.2.3.3, impacts
of the project to wilderness areas would be
less than significant. Fencing would only be
installed on Combat Center land outside the
boundary of the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness
Area and would be designed for minimal
indirect visual impact from within the
wilderness area. The periodic research visits
by Authorized Biologists to wilderness areas
would occur on foot only and would
minimize ground disturbance. Three SCMs
identified in Section 2.6 would help to ensure
that the proposed activities in wilderness

Conservation Areas

Through coordination with the BLM,
translocation efforts (including helicopter
use) and post-translocation monitoring at
recipient and control sites would be
consistent with the management plans for
affected ACECs and the Mojave Trails
National Monument, and no significant
impacts are expected to occur. Other
cumulative actions would be required to do
the same. In addition, other cumulative
actions (e.g., Mojave Trails National
Monument and the CDCRA and CMORCA)
have already designated or will designate
new conservation areas in the project area.
Therefore, the proposed action would not
contribute to cumulative impacts related to
conservation areas, which would remain less
than significant.

LSI

Wilderness Areas

As per the evaluation of Alternative 2
impacts provided in Section 4.2.4.3, impacts
of the project to wilderness areas would be
less than significant. Fencing would only be
installed on Combat Center land outside the
boundary of the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness
Area and would be designed for minimal
indirect visual impact from within the
wilderness area. The periodic research visits
by Authorized Biologists to wilderness areas
would occur on foot only and would
minimize ground disturbance. Three SCMs
identified in Section 2.6 would help to ensure
that the proposed activities in wilderness
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource Im;’:;f;'[?\?e Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Land Use within wilderness areas or wilderness study areas would be consistent with BLM areas would be consistent with BLM

(continued) areas. The periodic research visits by management goals and responsibilities, and management goals and responsibilities, and
Authorized Biologists to any control areas that the values/characteristics of wilderness that the values/characteristics of wilderness
located in wilderness areas would occur on areas would not be diminished by the areas would not be diminished by the
foot only and would minimize ground proposed action. Therefore, the proposed proposed action. Therefore, the proposed
disturbance. Fencing would only be installed | action would not contribute to cumulative action would not contribute to cumulative
on Combat Center land outside the boundary | impacts related to conservation areas, which impacts related to conservation areas, which
of the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area and would remain less than significant. would remain less than significant.

would be designed for minimal visual impact
from within the wilderness area. Three SCMs
have been identified in Section 2.6 (including
a BLM Minimum Requirements Analysis)
that would help to ensure that the proposed
activities in wilderness areas would be
consistent with BLM management goals and
responsibilities, and that the
values/characteristics of wilderness areas
would not be diminished by the proposed
action. Therefore, the proposed action would
not contribute to cumulative impacts related
to conservation areas, which would remain
less than significant.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource

No-Action
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Air Quality

LSl

Criteria Pollutants

LSI would occur as a result of the No-Action
Alternative because estimated construction
and operation emissions of all criteria
pollutants would be well below conformity
de minimis limits. Therefore, less than
significant impacts to air quality would
occur.

LSl

Greenhouse Gases

The No-Action Alternative would have a
negligible effect on global climate change,
since the construction and operation activities
would release a nominal amount of GHGs
when compared to the total annual CO,e
emissions in the U.S. Other projects in the
vicinity of the proposed action (listed in
Section 5.3) could also release a nominal
amount of GHGs from construction and
operation activities; however, with the
implementation of SCMs, cumulative
impacts from GHGs would be less than
significant.

LSl

Criteria Pollutants

LSI would occur as a result of Alternative 1
because estimated construction and operation
emissions of all criteria pollutants would be
well below conformity de minimis limits.
Therefore, less than significant impacts to air
quality would occur.

LSl

Greenhouse Gases

Alternative 1 would have a negligible effect
on global climate change, since the
construction and operation activities would
release a nominal amount of GHGs when
compared to the total annual CO,e emissions
in the U.S. Other projects in the vicinity of
the proposed action (listed in Section 5.3)
could also release a nominal amount of
GHGs from construction and operation
activities; however, with the implementation
of SCMs, cumulative impacts from GHGs
would be less than significant.

LSl

Criteria Pollutants

LSI would occur as a result of Alternative 2
because estimated construction and operation
emissions of all criteria pollutants would be
well below conformity de minimis limits.
Therefore, less than significant impacts to air
quality would occur.

LSl

Greenhouse Gases

Alternative 2 would have a negligible effect
on global climate change, since the
construction and operation activities would
release a nominal amount of GHGs when
compared to the total annual CO,e emissions
in the U.S. Other projects in the vicinity of
the proposed action (listed in Section 5.3)
could also release a nominal amount of
GHGs from construction and operation
activities; however, with the implementation
of SCMs, cumulative impacts from GHGs
would be less than significant.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource

No-Action
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Cultural
Resources

Sl

Cultural and Spiritual Landscape

With respect to impacts on the desert tortoise
as a part of the cultural and spiritual
landscape of the Colorado River Indian
Tribes, the SEIS analysis found less than
significant impacts related to the
implementation of the No-Action
Alternative. Although the impacts from the
No-Action Alternative are less than
significant, they do contribute to the
aggregate effects of other past, present, and
foreseeable future actions on this landscape,
which are cumulatively significant. Should
the actions implemented as part of the 2011
GTP Plan (No-Action Alternative) result in
higher densities and better health of the
regional tortoise population, the impacts of
the proposed action would be beneficial and
counteract some of the aggregate negative
impacts.

NI

Prehistoric and Historic Sites

With the implementation of SCMs, there
would be no impacts to historic properties.
Therefore, the proposed action would not
contribute to the cumulative loss of historic
properties in the region of influence for the
proposed action.

Sl
Cultural and Spiritual Landscape

Same as the No-Action Alternative.

NI
Prehistoric and Historic Sites

Same as the No-Action Alternative.

Sl
Cultural and Spiritual Landscape

Same as the No-Action Alternative.

NI
Prehistoric and Historic Sites

Same as Alternative 1.

Legend: °C = degrees Celsius; ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; BLM = Bureau of Land Management; CDCRA = California Desert Conservation and
Recreation Act; CMORCA = California Minerals, Off-Road Recreation, and Conservation Act; CO,e = carbon dioxide equivalent; EIS = Environmental Impact
Statement; GHG = Greenhouse Gas; GTP = General Translocation Plan; LSI = Less than Significant Impacts; NDAA = National Defense Authorization Act;

NI = No Impact; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; SCM = Special Conservation Measures; SEIS = Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement; SI = Significant

Impacts

ES-28



Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

Draft

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Land Acquisition and Airspace
Establishment to Support Large-Scale Marine Air Ground Task Force Live-Fire and
Maneuver Training, Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center,
Twentynine Palms, CA

TABLE OF CONTENTS

A B S T R A C T ittt et e et e e e —t e e e ——eeaa———eeaa———teaa———te a———te e ——teaaa——aeraarrrenaraes A-1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .ottt e et e e e e et e e e e et e e e e e e e e e et e e e aeeeeeaeeeeeananes ES-1
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ...ttt e e e et e e e et e e e e e e e annnes VII
CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION.........ccocvevveveieee e, 1-1
1.1 INTRODUCTION ... iteee ettt et ee e et et e e e e e et e e ee e eeeea e eeeeeaeeeeeeaa e eesaaeeeesaaeeesaareeesnaneeesannns 1-1

1.2 SCOPE OF THIS SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ...vovvveeviiiiviieeeen, 1-3

R T =N @d (T =T 10 ] o 1T 1-3
1.3.1 Overview of the 2012 Environmental Impact Statement .............ccoceevvriiienieicninnee 1-3

1.3.2  Overview of the 2013 ReCOrd 0f DECISION .......cvvviiieriiei ittt e e erre e eares 1-4

1.3.3  Overview of the National Defense AUthOriZation ACt .........cccvveeieeeeiieeeeieeee e 1-7

1.3.4 Overview of Desert Tortoise Translocation in Support of Land Acquisition ............... 1-7

1.4 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION ....cciieiee et et eeeeee e eeeeeeeeaen e 1-9

1.5 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT COMPLIANCE .....ccoiivvieeiiieeeeisreeeessreeesssneeessns 1-10
1.5.1 Agency Consultation and Coordination ............cccceeveieeieiiiie e 1-10

S T \\ [0 (ot =T o ) i [0 ] SRR 1-10

1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT .......... 1-10
CHAPTER 2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES. ... ..o, 2-1
2.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE ..ottt e et ee e e e et e e e e eee s et e eeaeeeesaeeeesaeeeeesaeeeeesaneeeess 2-1
2.1.1  Recipient and CONIOI ATBAS .......coveiiieeieie ettt sttt see e ee e e 2-1

P A N - 0 1 o Tor=Y o] T 1Y 11 1 T 1o R 2-5

2.1.3  Post-Translocation MONITOIING .......cceivivieiiiieie e 2-7

A A O £ T g = (=T =T 1 (o) o (TR 2-8

A N B = = N 7 o Y7 = T 2-9
2.2.1  Recipient and CONrol SItES........vcvviiiiieieiicie e 2-10

2.2.2  TranSIoCatioN METNOUS .......oeiiiieete ettt et e e e e et e e et e e e s s sre e rreeeeeesenans 2-21

2.2.3  Post-Translocation MONITOING .......cccoviiiiieeiene e 2-24

2.2.4  OTer RESEAICH .. vveiiiiteiie ettt r et e e sttt e s sttt e s st et e s sabbee e s st aeeessabaeeesins 2-25

2.3 ALTERNATIVE 2 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) ...ccuciiieietiaietestesiesteseeeeseeseesessessessessessessesens 2-27

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES. .. eeet ettt eeeeee et e et e e ettt e e aeeeeeaeeeesseeeeesseeeesseieeesanineees 2-31

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS.......ccovveuvnee. 2-34
2.5.1 No Training and No Translocation on Acquired Land...........c.cccoovevevivivenesnevesnene 2-34

2.5.2  Training on Acquired Lands but without Translocation ............ccccceccvvviiiicenienenene 2-37

2.6 SPECIAL CONSERVATION IMEASURES .....cciiitiiittttitieee s s seeiiteeteesssssisbaaeeseesssssssresseesessssssssens 2-39
2.6.1  GENEIAI IMBASUIES ......vveeeeietreeeesettee e et ettt e et atteeeesataeeessasseeessasreeessasreteesasseeessasaeeessasreeessas 2-39

2.6.2  Bi0logiCal RESOUICES......ccuiiiieiiiitiiteite st ie sttt ettt be et sne e e sre e e srennes 2-41




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

2.6.3 LGN USE ..ottt 2-44
2.6.4 AN QUAITLY oottt et nae st e e 2-45

2.6.5  CUIUIAl RESOUICES .....eveeiiiieeiesie ettt sttt st seesteene e e sne e e e neeenes 2-45
CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT .....ootiiiiits et 3-1
3.1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES......ccotiiiiiiiiitiitiie ettt 3-4
3.1.1  Definition OFf RESOUITE ......ocviierieiieiiiiieiisie ettt sttt 3-4

3.1.2  ReguIatory FramMeWOIK..........cc.oiiiieiiieeie sttt st sne e e e 3-5

3.1.3  SCOPE OF ANAIYSIS....ceiieieee ittt ettt ettt st et e neesaeereeseesneeneenee e 3-5

TN 0 T o @0 o [ (o] PSP 3-11

3.2 LAND USE .. .iiiieieieiee ettt ettt et se s b e e be et et et e et eneeneereeRennentennene e 3-27
3.2.1  Definition Of RESOUICE ......oouieiiiitiiieie sttt sttt see e neeenes 3-27

3.2.2  ReguIAtory FramMeEWOIK........c.cciiiiieiieiiesie st eie ettt e te e te e aesteeeenneenes 3-27

3.2.3  SCOPE OF ANAIYSIS....cviiiieie ittt sttt sre e nes 3-27

3.2.4  EXIStING CONAITIONS .....cviiiieieie ettt seeeees 3-28

3.3 AIR QUALITY ittt bbbt b b 3-35
3.3.1  Definition Of RESOUITE ......oviieiieiieiiiiieie sttt 3-35

3.3.2  ReguIAtory FrameWOIK........c.coeiiiieiiiieie e se ettt e re et ae e e sreens 3-35

1T R T 3 o @] o [ o] TP 3-38

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURGCES ....ccutitiiteieiesieseeresiestestestestessesseseasessessessessessessessessesssssssessessessessessenees 3-41
3.4.1  Definition OFf RESOUITE ......ocviieiieiieiiiiiiie ettt 3-41

3.4.2  ReguIatory FramMeWOIK..........ccoiiiieiiiieie sttt enes 3-41

3.4.3  SCOPE OF ANAIYSIS....ceiieieieie ettt ste e e tesre e eesee e e neeenes 3-42

3.4.4  EXIStING CONAITIONS .....cvveiiiircieiie sttt ste e srennes 3-43
CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES .......cccoiiiieiri e 4-1
4.1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES .....ccueiitiitiitestesieeeseaseasessessessessessesseseassasessessessessessesssssnsessessessensensenes 4-1
41,1 APPIOACH 10 ANAIYSIS .ceeeiiiieieieit ettt ettt naeeneas 4-1

4.1.2  NO-Action ARErnative IMPACES .......cceeiiiiiiere e 4-13
4.1.3  ARErNAtiVe L IMPACES .....eivveiecieciie ettt sttt sreens 4-24
4.1.4 Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) IMPactsS.........cccooveiiieeienie i 4-29

4.1.5 Summary of Impacts — Biological RESOUICES ...........ccoceerrieeieieiiee e 4-32

4.2 LAND USE ..ottt sttt sttt et e eseeseebeetease s ee e e neeneeneeseasentenneneeneas 4-35
4.2.1  APProach 10 ANAIYSIS .....ccveieiieeie sttt enes 4-35

4.2.2  NO-Action ARErnative IMPACES ........ccveiiiiiieriee et 4-35
4.2.3  ARErNAtive L IMPACTS .....ecvveieiieciecie sttt st sre e srenns 4-39
4.2.4  Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) IMpPactS..........ccocveeeieeieiii s 4-43

4.25 Summary Of IMPActs — Land USE ........cooiiiiiriiiiiie e 4-46

4.3 AIR QUALITY ittt ettt ettt ette et s e st e e et e e et e e e st e e st be e e ebae e s ateesabeeeebbeesnbeeesbeeesabeeeateeesareesnrens 4-48
4.3.1  APProach 10 ANAIYSIS .....ccveieiieieie ettt enes 4-48

4.3.2  NO-Action ARErnative IMPACES........cceeiiiiiieii e 4-49

4.3.3  ARErNAtiVE 1 IMPACTS .....eiveeieie ettt seeeees 4-50
4.3.4  Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) IMpactsS..........ccccvevevveiene v 4-50

4.3.5 Summary of Impacts — Air QUAIILY ........ccceviveviiiiie e s 4-51

4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES ..ottt sttt 4-52
441 APProaCh 10 ANAIYSIS ...c.eeiuieiiieieiie ettt sne e enes 4-52

4.4.2  NO-Action ARErNative IMPACES.......cccveviiiiiieiese e 4-53

4.4.3  ARErNAtiVE L IMPACTS ....eeieeeiiieeiieeie ettt see e e eees 4-54




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

4.4.4  Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) IMPactsS..........ccccvevevieieie s 4-55
445 Summary of Impacts — Cultural RESOUICES..........cocvieeieiiieeie e 4-56
CHAPTER S5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ..ottt sne e neenes 5-1
51 OVERVIEW OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS .....oiiiiiiiieieiesiesiesie st seesieesesse s sne s 5-1
5.2 GEOGRAPHIC AND TEMPORAL BOUNDARIES FOR CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS ....... 5-1
5.3 OTHER PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS.........cccun... 5-1
5.3.1 Projects Associated With the Combat Center .............cccocevriiiiiniisiie e 5-2
5.3.2  Projects in the SUrrouNding ATEa ........cccoueiiiiere et 5-7
5.4 POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS BY ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE.........ccccovivrierieienens 5-13
5.4.1 BiologiCal RESOUICES......ccuiiieiiiteiieitesteese st e sttt be e be e aesta e e sreanee 5-13
T S -V (o TP 5-21
543 AN QUAILY .o et 5-24
5.4.4  CUIUIal RESOUITES ......oiviiiiiieiieiieiieii ettt bbbttt 5-26
CHAPTER 6 OTHER NEPA CONSIDERATIONS.......cot it 6-1
6.1 POSSIBLE CONFLICTS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED ACTION AND THE OBJECTIVES OF
LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS FOR THE AREA CONCERNED.................. 6-1
6.2 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES........coceiieiieaieniesieneeens 6-3
6.3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND
THE ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY ..ocouiiiiiiisiiiienie e 6-3
6.4  UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS ...iitiitiiteieiietietisestesesiesiesaesessassessessesaesseseeseasessessessessessesens 6-4
CHAPTER 7 REFERENCES.........coiiiiiit ittt ettt 7-1
CHAPTER 8 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONTACTED .....cccoiiiiiiiisesesee s 8-1
CHAPTER 9 PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS ......ccoooiiiiieieeeeee e 9-1
LIST OF PREPARERS.......oiutiittittaite ittt sttt sttt sb et b e b bt s bbb e e bt s bt e st ekt et e s bt e b et nbeen b e nbesaeenbenee e 9-1
LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS .....ceititeutetiateatestestessesteseeseeseasessessessessessessessassasessessessessessessessessasessessessensensens 9-2
LIST OF APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: Desert Tortoise Translocation PIans ... A-1
APPENDIX B: PUBIIC INVOIVEMENT.....c.ooiiiiiiice s B-1
APPENDIX C: AgeNnCy COrreSPONUENCE ......cvcveiveiiieriesteeie st seestestae e stessaesresteesaesseaseessessaessessesssessens C-1
APPENDIX D: Record of Non-Applicability and Air Calculations...........cccccoecvvveieviesieere e D-1




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

ES-1
111
1.3-1

2.1-1

2.2-1
2.2-2

2.2-3

2.2-4

2.3-1
2.3-2

2.5-1
3.1-1
3.2-1
3.2-2
4.2-1
4.2-2
4.2-3
5.3-1
5.4-1

5.4-2

5.4-3

5.4-4
5.4-5

5.4-6

LIST OF FIGURES

Recipient Sites and Control Sites Carried Forward for Analysis..........ccccccovvviveviinivcie e, ES-4
Regional Location and Training Areas of the Combat Center, Twentynine Palms...................... 1-2
Estimated Disturbance to Desert Tortoise Habitat under the Land Acquisition EIS
PrOPOSEA ACLION. ...ttt bttt n e n e 1-8
Proposed and Alternate Recipient Areas and Proposed Control Areas under the No-
ACTION ATTEINALIVE. ...t bbbt ettt b e 2-4
Recipient and Control Sites under AIEMNALIVE L .........ccooviieiiiecc e 2-15
Detailed View of Recipient and Control Sites West and Northwest of the Western
Expansion Area under AIEINAtIVE L.........cocoiiiiioiiieiie e 2-17
Detailed View of Recipient and Control Sites North of the Combat Center under
AEINALIVE L ..ottt sttt st s e bt s et e e e et e e st e seeete e tesbeereentenreeneenee e 2-18
Detailed View of Recipient and Control Sites within and East of the Southern
Expansion Area under AIEINAtiVE L.........cooooiiiioiiieee e s 2-20
Recipient and Control Sites under AIEINAtIVE 2 .........ccoeoviiii i 2-29
Detailed View of Recipient and Control Sites within and East of the Southern
Expansion Area under AIEINALIVE 2.........cooioiiiieiieee e 2-30
Impacts to Desert Tortoises in the EXPanSion ATEAS ..........cooveirieeeeneneeneesieeie e e 2-38
Desert Tortoise Regional CONNECLIVILY........c.coiiiiiiiiiiie e 3-24
LN USE ...ttt bbbk b et R bbbt e r e 3-31
SPECITIC LN USES ...ttt 3-32
Specific Land Uses in the Vicinity of the No-Action Alternative ..........c.ccccovvieve e ve e, 4-37
Specific Land Uses in the Vicinity of AIErnative L.........ccccvveiveiiiiciiiisccese e 4-40
Specific Land Uses in the Vicinity of AIEIMAtIVE 2.........ccocoviiiiiiiiieceeeee 4-44
Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable ACLIONS ..........cccccvevieiiiieie i 5-8
Predicted Desert Tortoise Refugia Under Current Conditions and the No-Action
F N LT T €L PSS 5-14
Predicted Desert Tortoise Refugia with a 1°C Increase in Summer Temperatures and the
NO-ACION AREINALIVE .....iiviieiiiieieee ettt sttt b e 5-16
Predicted Desert Tortoise Refugia with a 3°C Increase in Summer Temperatures and the
NO-ACLION AIEINALIVE ....c.eiieieieee ettt neeseesreeneesaeereeeens 5-17
Predicted Desert Tortoise Refugia Under Current Conditions and Alternatives 1 and 2 ........... 5-18
Predicted Desert Tortoise Refugia with a 1°C Increase in Summer Temperatures and
AREINALIVES L BN 2 ...t bbbttt sttt bt 5-19
Predicted Desert Tortoise Refugia with a 3°C Increase in Summer Temperatures and
AEINALIVES L ANG 2 ...ttt e e et entesbeeneeneeereeneenee e 5-20




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

ES-2
ES-3
2.1-1
2.1-2
2.2-1
2.2-2

2.2-3
2.3-1
2.3-2
2.4-1
3.1-1

3.1-2

3.1-3
3.1-4

3.2-1
3.3-1
3.3-2
3.3-3
3.34

3.4-1
3.4-2
4.1-1
4.1-2
4.1-3
4.1-4
4.2-1
431
4.3-2
43-3
4.3-4
4.4-1

LIST OF TABLES

Summary and Comparison of Environmental IMPacts...........cccccveveieeievie s ES-17
Summary of CUMUIAtiVE TMPACES .....ccvecieiiieee st ees ES-22
Areas Eliminated from Further Consideration as Recipient or Control Areas.........ccccccocveeevuenne. 2-2
Recipient Areas for the NO-ACtion AIEINAtIVE .........cccooeiiiiie e 2-5
Recipient Sites and Paired Control Sites for Alternative L.........c.cccocvvvveviviiiieniieece e 2-12
Associated Conservation Areas and Land Uses for Recipient and Control Sites under

ATEINALIVE 1 1.ttt bbbttt b bbbttt ettt nb bt 2-13
Recipient Sites Post-Translocation Densities for Alternative 1...........ccccocviviieiiiiiie v 2-25
Recipient Sites and Paired Control Sites for Alternative 2..........ccccecovvveieviniiecce e 2-28
Recipient Sites Post-Translocation Densities for Alternative 2............ccooooovvieieieiie i 2-31
Comparison Of AIEINALIVES .......ccveieiice et st sre et seenns 2-32
Plant Communities and Land Classifications in Recipient Areas (No-Action

ATTEINEALIVE) ...ttt b bbb ettt b b b n e n e 3-13
Plant Communities and Land Classifications in Recipient and Control Sites (Alternative

1.aNd AREINGLIVE 2) o.vvieiiiiieee ettt et s b et e e e s te et e besraesrenreenaenreas 3-14
Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient Areas (No-Action Alternative)............ccccceevennee. 3-18
Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient and Control Sites (Alternative 1 and

AEINALIVE 2) 1.ttt et e et e s be e e et e st e et e st e et e e nbeete e b e reere et e 3-19
Combat Center Training Areas Potentially affected by Translocation............c.cccocveeveveivenennn. 3-29
California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards............cccccvevevieiiievie i, 3-36
Applicable Criteria Pollutant de minimis Levels (toNS/YEar) ..........cccerveviiiriirinineneccceins 3-37
Maximum Pollutant Concentrations Measured at the Mainside Monitoring Station.................. 3-40
Maximum Pollutant Concentrations Measured at the Joshua Tree National Monument

MONIEOTTNG SEALION ...ttt 3-40
Cultural Resources within Recipient Areas (No-Action Alternative)..........ccccooeeevcveieneivenne 3-44
Cultural Resources within Recipient and Control Sites (Alternative 1 and Alternative 2)........ 3-44
Vegetation Impacts from Fence Construction (No-Action Alternative)...........c.coceeevveieinnnnnens 4-14
Vegetation Impacts from Fence Construction (ARernative 1) .........cccocveveviieneneeieie e 4-25
Vegetation Impacts from Fence Construction (AIernative 2) ........ccccccvevvvveieie s, 4-30
Summary of Impacts for Biological RESOUICES ...........cccoeieiiiiiiiiieee e 4-33
Summary of IMpacts FOr LanNd USE.......ccoiveiiiiie st 4-46
Total Emissions Resulting from Implementation of the No-Action Alternative......................... 4-49
Total Emissions Resulting from Implementation of Alternative 1..........cccooveiiiiiniincnee 4-50
Total Emissions Resulting from Implementation of Alternative 2.........c.ccccoeveivcceie e, 4-51
Summary of Impacts for Air QUAIILY .........coovveii i 4-51
Summary of Impacts for Cultural RESOUICES ...........coveiviiieiieiree e 4-56




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

5.3-1
5.4-1
5.4-2
5.4-3
6.1-1

Construction Projects at the Combat CENTEN ..........c.cceieiieie et 5-6
Estimated Annual GHG Emissions under the No-Action Alternative...........cccoovoevviieininenns 5-24
Estimated Annual GHG Emissions under AIernative L..........ccooovvvvinineneieisinese e 5-25
Estimated Annual GHG Emissions under AIErnative 2...........ccoovviviieneneieieiensese e 5-26
Summary of Compliance with Plans, Policies, and Controls..........c.cccoovviiiineiiniicienc e 6-1

Vi



Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

%

°C

°F
ug/m’
ACEC
ACHP
APE
BA

Bl
BLM
BMP
BO
CA-247
CAA
CAAQS
CARB
CDCA
CDFW
CDCRA
CEQ
CEQA
CFR
CH,

Cl

cm
CMORCA
CNPS
Cco
CO,
CO.e
DNA
DON
DRECP
EA

EIS
ELISA
EMUA
EO
EOD
ESA

ft
FONSI
FY
glem®
GAP
GHG
GIS
GTP

ha

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

percent

degrees Celsius

degrees Fahrenheit

microgram per cubic meter

Avrea of Critical Environmental Concern
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Avrea of Potential Effects

Biological Assessment

Beneficial Impact

Bureau of Land Management

Best Management Practice

Biological Opinion

California State Route 247

Clean Air Act

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Air Resources Board

California Desert Conservation Area
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Desert Conservation and Recreation Act
Council on Environmental Quality
California Environmental Quality Act
Code of Federal Regulations

Methane

Condition Index

centimeter(s)

California Minerals, Off-Road Recreation, and Conservation Act
California Native Plant Society

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Dioxide

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
Deoxyribonucleic Acid

Department of the Navy

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan
Environmental Assessment

Environmental Impact Statement
Enzyme-Linked Immunosorbent Assay
Exclusive Military Use Area

Executive Order

Explosive Ordnance Disposal

Endangered Species Act

foot/feet

Finding of No Significant Impact

Fiscal Year

grams per cubic meter

Gap Analysis Program

Greenhouse Gas

Geographic Information System

General Translocation Plan

hectare(s)

vii



Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

ICRMP Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan
INRMP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
IPT Integrated Products Team

ISEGS Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System

km kilometer

km? square kilometer

LSI Less Than Significant Impact

m meter(s)

MAGTF Marine Air Ground Task Force

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MCAGCC Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center
MCCES Marine Corps Communication and Electronic School
MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin

MEB Marine Expeditionary Brigade

mg/m® Milligrams Per Cubic Meter

MSR Main Supply Route

NA Not Applicable

N,O Nitrous Oxide

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
NAVFAC SW  Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
NDAA National Defense Authorization Act

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NI No Impact

NO, Nitrogen Dioxide

NOI Notice of Intent

NO, Nitrogen Oxides

NREA Natural Resources and Environmental Affairs
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

o? Ozone

OHV Off-Highway Vehicle

PM, 5 Particulate Matter Less Than or Equal to 2.5 Microns in Diameter
PMy, Particulate Matter Less Than 10 Microns in Diameter But Greater Than 2.5 Microns in Diameter
ppm Parts Per Million

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration

QA/QC Quality Assurance/Quality Control

RMG Resource Management Group

ROD Record of Decision

RTA Range Training Area

SCM Special Conservation Measure

SEA Southern Expansion Area

SEIS Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office(r)

Sl significant impact

SI-M Significant Impact Mitigable to Less Than Significant
SIP State Implementation Plan

SO, Sulfur Dioxide

TPWD Twentynine Palms Water District

TRACRS Tortoise Research and Captive Rearing Site

U.s. United States

viii



Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

usc United States Code

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS United States Geological Survey

VOC Volatile Organic Compound

WEA Western Expansion Area

WMRNP West Mojave Route Network Project




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

This page intentionally left blank.




Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

This chapter provides background information and describes the purpose of and need for the proposed
action evaluated in this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for Land Acquisition and
Airspace Establishment to Support Large-Scale Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Live-Fire and
Maneuver Training, Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC), Twentynine Palms,
California (hereinafter the “Combat Center”).

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In February 2013, the Department of the Navy (DON) signed a Record of Decision (ROD) based on the
2012 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment to
Support Large-Scale Marine Air Ground Task Force Live-Fire and Maneuver Training (DON 2012)
(hereinafter the “2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS” or “2012 Final EIS”). The 2013
ROD documented the DON’s decisions regarding establishment of a large-scale MAGTF training facility
at the Combat Center. The purpose of the proposed action in the 2012 Final EIS was to accommodate
sustained, combined-arms, live-fire, and maneuver training for all elements of a Marine Expeditionary
Brigade (MEB)-sized MAGTF. The action was needed because existing facilities, ranges, and live-fire
ground and air maneuver areas were inadequate to support the Marine Corps’ requirement for MEB-level
training exercises. The 2012 Final EIS and 2013 ROD can be downloaded at the G-4 Installations and
Logistics Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment Study website
(http://www.29palms.marines.mil/Staff/G4-Installations-and-Logistics/Land-Acquisition/).

A General Translocation Plan (GTP) for Desert Tortoises (MCAGCC 2011; see also Appendix A) was
prepared in support of the 2012 Final EIS and its Biological Assessment (BA) (hereinafter the “Land
Acquisition BA”). The intent of the GTP was to provide for the translocation of tortoises from training
areas in the proposed Western Expansion Area (WEA) and Southern Expansion Area (SEA)
(Figure 1.1-1) that would experience high to moderate levels of impact from the proposed training
activities, and to recommend further investigation of those factors that would be important determinants
of translocation success and tortoise recovery. In July 2012, the United States (U.S.) Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) issued a Biological Opinion (BO) (hereinafter “2012 Land Acquisition BO” or “Land
Acquisition BO”) that identified conservation and mitigation measures the Marine Corps would need to
implement to minimize the rate of mortality or injury to resident Agassiz’s desert tortoises (Gopherus
agassizii) (hereinafter “desert tortoise”), including developing a detailed plan to translocate desert
tortoises from areas that would experience impacts from training. Since the 2012 Final EIS and 2013
ROD, the Marine Corps has conducted detailed studies and has worked with USFWS and the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) to refine the translocation plan for the desert tortoise, as required in the 2012
Land Acquisition BO. As a result of this effort, and in consultation with the USFWS, the Combat Center
refined and developed two alternative desert tortoise translocation plans (MCAGCC 2016b, c; see also
Appendix A).



http://www.29palms.marines.mil/Staff/G4-Installations-and-Logistics/Land-Acquisition/
http://www.29palms.marines.mil/Staff/G4-Installations-and-Logistics/Land-Acquisition/
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In light of new information gained from these efforts, the DON elected to prepare an SEIS focused on the
evaluation of potential environmental impacts associated with alternative tortoise translocation plans.
The DON issued its Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the SEIS on August 24, 2016 (81 Federal Register
57891) (see Appendix B). In the NOI, the DON identified two potential action alternatives and a No-
Action Alternative for the translocation of desert tortoise from training impact areas. Under the No-
Action Alternative, the Marine Corps would conduct translocation of desert tortoises per the Land
Acquisition BO at several recipient and control general areas and identify translocation methods, post-
translocation monitoring, and other research that would provide important information on desert tortoise
recovery methods. Alternatives 1 and 2 primarily differ from the No-Action Alternative in the size,
number, and location of recipient and control areas. Compared to the No-Action Alternative, Alternatives
1 and 2 would include additional research studies and reflect updated information obtained from the post-
2013 ROD 3-year program of surveys. Alternative 2 differs from Alternative 1 in that one less recipient
site would be used, pairing of control sites to one recipient site would be different, the Bullion control site
would be located on the Combat Center instead of within the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area, and
experimental translocation densities would be different.

1.2 SCOPE OF THIS SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The DON prepared this SEIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42
United States Code [USC] 88 4321, et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s)
implementing regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), DON procedures for
implementing NEPA (32 CFR Part 775); and Marine Corps Order P5090.2A, Change 3, dated 26 August
2013, Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual. Pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.9, the DON
prepared this SEIS for the purpose of supplementing the portions of the 2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace
Establishment EIS regarding protection of the desert tortoises via implementation of a successful desert
tortoise translocation program. Pursuant to 40 CFR 8§ 1502.9(c)(4), the DON will prepare, circulate, and
file the SEIS in the same fashion (exclusive of scoping) as it did the draft and 2012 Final EIS. By
supplementing the 2012 Final EIS, this SEIS advances NEPA’s purpose of informing decision-makers
and the public about the environmental effects of the DON’s proposed action and alternatives. This SEIS
will also provide analysis necessary to support BLM issuing a ROD authorizing release of desert tortoises
on BLM-administered lands.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 8 1502.21, this SEIS incorporates by reference the entire 2012 Land
Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS and the 2013 ROD. This SEIS focuses on potential alternative
methodologies and locations for implementing a desert tortoise translocation program in conjunction with
the MAGTF training facility and MEB-sized training exercises. These alternative translocation plans
reflect the additional detailed tortoise surveys and other research efforts that the Marine Corps has
conducted since the 2011 GTP.

1.3 BACKGROUND

131 Overview of the 2012 Environmental Impact Statement

The 2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS examined the potential environmental effects
associated with the proposed establishment of a large-scale training range facility at the Combat Center
that would accommodate sustained, combined-arms, live-fire, and maneuver training for all elements of a
MEB, including large-scale MEB exercises involving three battalion task forces and associated MEB
Building Block training for participating units up to a single battalion task force. To implement the
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proposed action, the Marine Corps required additional land adjacent to the existing Combat Center, the
establishment and modification of military Special Use Airspace above the proposed MEB-sized training
range, and the implementation of the specified MEB training operations.

The 2012 Final EIS examined six action alternatives and the No-Action Alternative. Each of the six
action alternatives featured land acquisition, airspace modification/establishment, and operational
components. Some of these components were the same across different alternatives. Three of the
alternatives included a Restricted Public Access Area to allow civilian recreational use when military
training activities were not being conducted. Under all alternatives, established airspace was to be
returned to Federal Aviation Administration control to be made available for commercial and general
aviation when not being used by the Marine Corps. Land acquisition under each action alternative
involved up to two “acquisition study areas” out of three such areas (titled in the EIS as “west study area,”
“east study area,” and “south study area”) identified for potential acquisition (Note: the expansion areas
were originally called “Study Areas” and “Acquisition Areas” in the 2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace
Establishment EIS, but for purposes of this SEIS, all are now called “Expansion Areas”). One alternative
(Alternative 5) involved land acquisition in only one of the three expansion areas. None of the action
alternatives involved land acquisition in all three expansion areas. The land acquisition was to be
accomplished via Congressional withdrawal of public lands and purchase of private and State-owned
lands. All six alternatives included the translocation of tortoises.

1.3.2 Overview of the 2013 Record of Decision

After evaluating public and agency comments on the 2012 Final EIS and considering the 2012 Final EIS
along with costs and mission training requirements, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Energy, Installations and Environment) signed the ROD on February 11, 2013. The 2013 ROD selected
Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative to meet MEB training requirements, with additional mitigation
recommended by the BLM, a cooperating agency in the development of the EIS, following publication of
the Final EIS. Alternative 6 was not the best alternative from a training perspective, nor was it the best
from an environmental perspective. It was the preferred alternative because it was the optimal alternative
considering operational and environmental impact factors together. Alternative 6 had been developed in
response to public comments provided during scoping and on the Draft EIS and designed to preserve
public access to important off-highway recreation areas during periods when MEB training did not
require use of that land.

The additional mitigation measures recommended by BLM and agreed to in the 2013 ROD included:

e The Shared Use Area (discussed as the Restricted Public Access Area in the 2012 Final EIS, and
referred to as the Shared Use Area throughout the 2013 ROD) would be expanded by
approximately 5,000 acres (2,000 hectares [ha]) in the southwest corner of the west study area,
and the Exclusive Military Use Area (EMUA) correspondingly decreased in size. This minor
expansion of the Shared Use Area would better accommodate public access between the western
and southeastern parts of Johnson Valley. This area is routinely used by off-highway vehicles
(OHVs) and has low densities of desert tortoise. In the Shared Use Area, only non-dud producing
ordnance would be used, meaning that a misfire or other failure to function as designed would not
yield a “dud” that might detonate unexpectedly.

e The BLM, rather than the Marine Corps, would manage the Shared Use Area primarily for
recreation during the 10 months of the year when the area will be open to public access. The

1-4
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Marine Corps would manage the area primarily for military purposes during the two 30-day
periods that the area will be used for military training (i.e., MEB exercises).

The two recreation mitigation measures (REC-1 and REC-2) presented in the Final EIS would be
implemented with minor administrative modifications. The Marine Corps and BLM would
establish a Resource Management Group (RMG) to address all issues associated with the Shared
Use Area and would implement an effective community/public outreach plan to ensure the public
IS given every opportunity to understand the change in land use and potential dangers. Further,
consideration would still be given to the potential use of portions of the EMUA for limited,
controlled access on a case-by-case basis for organized OHV race events.

Withdrawal and reservation of public lands in excess of 5,000 acres (2,000 ha) for military training
purposes can only be enacted through Congressional action. As part of the 2012 Final EIS proposed
action, the DON prepared legislation to withdraw and reserve approximately 154,000 acres (62,000 ha) of
public lands for military training purposes (see Section 1.3.3 for discussion of this legislation).

The 2013 ROD committed the Marine Corps to implementing resource-specific mitigation measures and
monitoring. Those specific to the desert tortoise included the following measures from the 2012 Land
Acquisition BO issued by the USFWS. The following measures would extend to the withdrawn and
purchased lands to partially offset impacts to desert tortoises. The full text of these measures is provided
in the 2012 Land Acquisition BO, which also includes other mitigation measures to further offset the
impacts that are expected to result from implementation of the Selected Alternative.

New Special Use Areas: As part of this measure, the Marine Corps committed to establishing
two Category 1 (restricted) Special Use Areas in the WEA (12,015 acres [4,862 ha] combined)
and one Category 1 (restricted) Special Use Area in the SEA (2,935 acres [1,188 ha]). These
Special Use Areas are areas that have not been identified as part of the training scenarios but that
contain habitat supporting moderate densities of desert tortoises. Two of these Special Use Areas
are adjacent to existing protected areas (i.e., Ord-Rodman Area of Critical Environmental
Concern [ACEC] [adjacent to the WEA] and Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area [adjacent to the
SEA]). The third is located in the western portion of the WEA and is not contiguous with
existing or proposed conservation areas. The Marine Corps committed to placing all newly
established Special Use Areas off-limits to mechanized maneuvers, OHV travel, bivouac sites,
and any other military training involving OHV activity. The Marine Corps committed to signing
these Special Use Areas, and fencing them on the sides near proposed maneuver areas and the
Johnson Valley OHV Area, to reduce the potential for effects from training activities and
unauthorized access. Some Special Use Areas will serve as recipient sites for desert tortoises
translocated from maneuver corridors and training objectives within the expansion areas (see
below). The Marine Corps committed to also creating a new Category 1 (restricted) Special Use
Area within the Sunshine Peak Training Area (1,987 acres [804 ha]) and managing an existing
Special Use Area within the Sunshine Peak and Lavic Lake Training Areas (8,902 acres [3,602
ha]) to increase the protection of desert tortoises within the boundaries of the existing Combat
Center. This represents a combined size of 25,839 acres (10,457 ha) of new Special Use Areas.
It should be noted that, compared to earlier documents (e.g., the 2012 Land Acquisition BO and
the 2013 ROD) the acreages reported herein have been updated based on review of Geographic
Information System (GIS) data. Specifically, the acreage reported for the Sunshine Peak and
Lavic Lake Training Areas (8,902 acres [3,602 ha]) was increased by 1 acre (0.40 ha) by
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correcting for rounding error, and the combined size was decreased 5 acres (2 ha) by correcting
for summation error.

Translocation Program: The Combat Center committed to translocating tortoises from heavy
and moderate disturbance areas before the first MEB exercise. As part of this measure, the
Marine Corps committed to performing extensive pre-translocation surveys of potential recipient
sites to provide information that may be critical to the final translocation plan developed by the
Marine Corps and USFWS. If changes to the MEB objective or other training-related
disturbances cause an effect to the desert tortoise that the USFWS had not considered in the Land
Acquisition BO, or if the effects are greater than those anticipated by the Land Acquisition BO,
the Marine Corps may need to modify the translocation plan and re-initiate consultation. As part
of this translocation plan, the Marine Corps committed to providing increased law enforcement in
all areas. It committed to also constructing tortoise fencing or other barriers to restrict movement
of desert tortoises back into heavy or moderate disturbance areas.

Desert Tortoise “Headstarting” and Population Augmentation: The Marine Corps committed
to developing and integrating population augmentation strategies into translocation and
monitoring efforts. As part of this measure, the Marine Corps committed to implementing
research on population augmentation within designated Special Use Areas and/or other recipient
sites for translocation. The Marine Corps committed to coordinating with the USFWS in
development of the population augmentation strategy and covering this work under its existing
section 10(a)(1)(A) recovery permit.

Monitoring:  Monitoring will occur over 30 years to ascertain the long-term effects of
translocation and augmentation upon resident, translocated, control, and headstarted tortoises.
Results of translocation and monitoring efforts will be reported annually to USFWS, and other
agencies and interested parties. This monitoring will be done via health assessments and
electronic tracking by expert biologists.

The 2012 Land Acquisition BO included a set of Reasonable and Prudent Measures intended to further
minimize the impacts of implementing the Preferred Alternative. These additional measures and
associated Terms and Conditions are listed below.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures

The Marine Corps will ensure:

1.

That the rate of mortality or injury of translocated and resident desert tortoises is not elevated
above the rate of mortality or injury for other populations within the action area that are not
affected by translocation.

That the level of incidental take anticipated in the Land Acquisition BO is commensurate with the
analysis contained therein.

Terms and Conditions

The following term and condition implements Reasonable and Prudent Measure 1:

If monitoring of translocated and recipient site desert tortoises indicates a statistically significant
elevation in mortality rates above that observed in the control population, the Marine Corps must
request re-initiation of consultation on the proposed action.
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The following term and condition implements Reasonable and Prudent Measure 2:
e The Marine Corps will re-initiate formal consultation with the USFWS if:

a) Ten individuals of any size are injured or killed during the translocation of desert tortoises
from the acquisition areas. This number is only for desert tortoises that might be injured or
killed during the process of moving them between the acquisition and translocation areas; the
recovery permit for post-translocation monitoring and research will address injury and
mortality associated with that work.

b) Twenty desert tortoises of any size are killed or injured in any calendar year as a result of
training and preparation work for training within the expanded boundaries of the Combat
Center (i.e., the acquisition areas and the former boundaries).

1.3.3 Overview of the National Defense Authorization Act

Enacted in December 2013, the National Defense Authorization Act of 2014 (NDAA) authorized the
withdrawal of federal land and purchase of non-federal land to meet MEB training requirements at the
Combat Center. The legislation modified the Selected Alternative in the 2013 ROD to enable the Marine
Corps to conduct MEB level live-fire training while also preserving more land to be available for
recreation in the Shared Use Area from the original approximately 43,000 proposed acres (17,400 ha) to
approximately 53,000 acres (21,400 ha), and expanded the base by 98,000 acres (39,700 ha) for EMUA
west and south of the Combat Center. The 53,000 acre (21,400 ha) Shared Use Area will be available for
public recreation 10 months per year and for military training during two 30-day periods each year. The
legislation also designated approximately 43,000 acres (17,400 ha) as the Johnson Valley OHV
Recreation Area for year-round public recreation.

The NDAA also established the RMG, a partnership between the BLM and the Marine Corps, to (1)
manage the Shared Use Area, (2) develop and implement a public outreach plan, and (3) draft an
Implementation Plan. The RMG is developing and implementing a public outreach plan to inform the
public of the land use changes and safety restrictions affecting the EMUA and Shared Use Area. The
RMG meets at least once a year and solicits input from relevant stakeholders relating to the management
and facilitation of recreational use within the Shared Use Area. The EMUAs west and south of the
Combat Center are managed by the Marine Corps.

1.34 Overview of Desert Tortoise Translocation in Support of Land Acquisition

The Land Acquisition BA (DON 2011) identified that the desert tortoise, a federally and state-listed
threatened species, is likely to be adversely affected by the MEB training in the WEA and SEA. The
USFWS issued the Land Acquisition BO (USFWS 2012) in response to the Land Acquisition BA (DON
2011). Several conservation actions were recommended in the Land Acquisition BA, and approved in the
Land Acquisition BO, among them a plan to translocate tortoises from medium- and high-intensity MEB
operating areas in the WEA and SEA (Figure 1.3-1) before training exercises. High-intensity battle
activity (i.e., likely to result in high-intensity disturbance) would occur in the more level, gently sloping
terrain of the project area. While steeper and rockier areas would likely be subject to less disturbance
(typically medium- or low-intensity disturbance), certain vehicles and equipment would be used to fight
from covered terrain, such as rocks and reverse slopes of hills that provide cover. Wheeled re-supply and
other vehicles would regularly use the Main Supply Routes (MSRs) in the project area during training.
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The 2011 GTP found that because military training in the expansion areas would not be compatible with
the continued existence of tortoises in the medium- and high-intensity MEB operating areas, translocation
IS necessary to support the continued existence of this population by maintaining tortoise abundance and
genetic integrity. If not translocated, an estimated 1,105 adult tortoises and potentially 2,100 juveniles
would be lost from these zones of the WEA and SEA due to the intensity of training exercises (DON
2011). Such a loss of desert tortoises and tortoise habitat would not be compatible with recovery of this
threatened species (DON 2011). Long-term monitoring of the translocation efforts for this large cohort of
tortoises would provide valuable information on translocation efficacy as a tool for species recovery.
Studies that can be completed ancillary to translocation would provide important information for recovery
methods. Such monitoring and studies are consistent with strategies outlined in the revised desert tortoise
Recovery Plan (USFWS 2011a).

The purpose of the 2011 GTP was to provide for translocating tortoises from the training areas in the
WEA and SEA, and an approach for further investigation of those factors that are important for
implementing translocation and are likely to influence translocation success and tortoise recovery. The
2011 GTP identified anticipated details of translocation, based on (1) information in the Land Acquisition
BA and 2012 Final EIS about project activities, and (2) available information on the conditions in those
areas involved in the translocation program (recipient and control areas). Also included was an approach
for collecting further data in the following 3 years that would provide more detailed information than was
available at the time. The Combat Center has since conducted a 3-year program of surveys, literature
review, and consultation with resource agencies, resulting in the preparation of a desert tortoise
translocation plan in March 2016 (Appendix A; MCAGCC 2016b), which was further developed in June
2016 (Appendix A; MCAGCC 2016c¢).

14 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the proposed action evaluated in this SEIS is to study alternative translocation plans in
support of the project that was described in the 2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS,
selected in the 2013 ROD, and authorized by the Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 NDAA. The 2011 GTP
(MCAGCC 2011), developed during the section 7 Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation on the
2012 Final EIS proposed action, identified proposed recipient areas, translocation methods, and research
treatments based on information available at the time of publication. Studies were conducted over the
following 3 years to provide information necessary to refine these areas, methods, and treatments. The
2011 GTP explicitly recognized that as a result of these studies, the Combat Center could refine these
areas to specific sites and determine better recipient sites not considered in the 2011 GTP. The results of
these efforts, and further consultation with USFWS and California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), identified refinements to translocation methods, recipient sites, and research treatments that
could better support the goals of the translocation effort (and became the basis for the action alternatives
considered in this SEIS). The alternative selected in the ROD for the SEIS will be implemented prior to
conducting the sustained, combined-arms, live-fire, and maneuver field training for MEB-sized MAGTFs
contemplated in the 2012 Final EIS.

The Marine Corps needs to implement the proposed action to satisfy requirements identified in the 2012
Final EIS and associated Land Acquisition BO. The 2012 Land Acquisition BO concluded that the
implementation of the Preferred Alternative would likely result in the “take” of desert tortoises associated
with military training, tortoise translocation efforts, and authorized and unauthorized OHV use by
recreationists displaced from former areas of the Johnson Valley OHV Area.
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The 2013 ROD committed the Marine Corps to the following measures from the 2012 Land Acquisition
BO issued by the USFWS (see Section 1.3.2 for additional details on these measures):

e Establish new Special Use Areas (areas that have not been identified as part of the training
scenarios and that contain habitat supporting desert tortoises);

e Translocation Program;

e Desert Tortoise Headstarting and Population Augmentation; and

e Monitoring.

15 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PoLIcY ACT COMPLIANCE

151 Agency Consultation and Coordination

The DON is the action proponent and is the lead agency for the preparation of this SEIS. BLM will
participate as a cooperating agency for the SEIS. As defined in 40 CFR 81508.6, a cooperating agency is
any Federal agency that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental
issue that should be addressed in the SEIS. Cooperating agency responsibilities include participating in
the NEPA process at the earliest possible time and developing information and preparing environmental
analyses concerning relevant domains in which the cooperating agency has special expertise.

BLM’s inclusion as a cooperating agency in development of this SEIS is based on its current jurisdiction
by law and special expertise over several translocation recipient sites. The BLM has unique knowledge
of the public lands under its jurisdiction and has the expertise essential to help the DON evaluate parcels
of land proposed to receive translocated desert tortoises. This SEIS will also provide analysis necessary
to support the BLM issuing a ROD authorizing release of desert tortoises on BLM-administered lands.

In addition to evaluation under NEPA, the proposed action is subject to other federal laws and regulatory
requirements. Therefore, the DON is consulting and/or coordinating with the USFWS, CDFW, California
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and others on the proposed action. In addition, government-
to-government consultation is being conducted with Native American Indian Tribes and Nations.

Consultation with USFWS informed the development of the desert tortoise translocation plans (Appendix
A; MCAGCC 2016b, c), and an updated BO is anticipated in October of 2016.

15.2 Notice of Intent

The DON published a NOI to prepare this SEIS on August 24, 2016 (Appendix B). This notice set forth
the DON's intent to supplement the 2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS and to evaluate
the potential effects of the proposed modifications made to the 2011 GTP for Desert Tortoises.

1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Chapter 1 of this SEIS introduces some background information and describes the purpose and need for
the proposed action. Chapter 2 describes the proposed action and alternatives considered. Chapter 3
describes the environment potentially affected by the proposed action for resources that are assessed in
detail, and explains why some resources were considered but eliminated from further discussion in this
SEIS. Chapter 4 analyzes the environmental consequences of each alternative. Chapter 5 describes the
cumulative effects of the proposed action in conjunction with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the area. Chapter 6 discusses other considerations required by NEPA, and
Chapter 7 identifies the references used in preparation of the SEIS. Finally, Chapter 8 lists the persons
and agencies contacted and Chapter 9 presents a list of SEIS preparers and contributors.
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CHAPTER 2
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes in detail the three alternatives that are evaluated in this SEIS. Section 2.1
describes the No-Action Alternative, which would implement the 2011 GTP that was considered in the
2012 Land Acquisition BO. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 describe Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively, while
Section 2.4 presents a summary comparison of the alternatives. Section 2.5 describes alternatives that
were considered but eliminated from inclusion in this SEIS, and Section 2.6 summarizes the special
conservation measures (SCMs) that would be implemented as part of the proposed action.

2.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No-Action Alternative is the implementation of the translocation plan considered in the 2012 Land
Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS and associated 2012 Land Acquisition BO, and selected as a
mitigation measure in the 2013 ROD. It is the manner in which the Marine Corps would proceed absent
the refinements to the translocation plan described in Alternatives 1 and 2.

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Marine Corps would conduct translocation of desert tortoises at
recipient areas as identified in the 2011 GTP (Appendix A). This alternative is described in detail below.

211 Recipient and Control Areas
2111 Recipient Areas and Control Areas Selection Criteria

The 2011 GTP (Appendix A) identified the following criteria for selection of recipient areas that should
be met for successful translocation to occur:

o Translocation lands should be part of a larger block of lands that are either already protected or
planned for protection, or feasibly could be protected by a public resource agency or a private
biological-reserve organization. The recipient areas would be managed for conservation so that
potential threats from future impacts are precluded.

e Recipient areas should be connected to occupied desert tortoise habitat or in sufficiently close
proximity to known occupied tortoise habitat that unencumbered genetic flow is possible.

o Preferably, tortoise populations on and/or near the recipient areas are depleted or depressed, so
that translocation repatriates a formerly occupied site and does not conflict with carrying capacity
constraints. The lands must comprise sufficiently good habitat that they are either currently
occupied or could be occupied by the desert tortoise once they are protected from anthropogenic
impacts and/or otherwise enhanced.

e Habitat on the recipient areas should be suitable for all life stages.

¢ Recipient areas should not be subject to such intensive recreational (OHV), grazing, or other uses
that habitat recovery would be rendered unlikely or lengthy. Nor should those invasive species
that are likely to jeopardize habitat recovery (e.g., Sahara mustard [Brassica tournefortii]) be
present in uncontrollable numbers, either on or immediately adjacent to the parcels under
consideration.

e Recipient areas must have no detrimental rights-of-way or other encumbrances.

2-1
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e Control areas must be similar to recipient areas (e.g., habitat type/quality, post-translocation
population density, and disease status), but not influenced by translocation to recipient areas.
USFWS (2011b) recommends a separation distance of approximately 6.25 miles (10 km).

These criteria are consistent with the goals, objectives, and recovery strategies of the 2011 USFWS
revised recovery plan for the Mojave population of the desert tortoise (USFWS 2011a) and the 2011
USFWS plan development guidance for translocation of desert tortoises (USFWS 2010b). The USFWS
translocation guidance further requires that:

o Disease prevalence within the resident desert tortoise population is less than 20%.

e Recipient areas should be within 25 miles (40 kilometers [km]) of the impact area, with no
natural barriers to movement between them, to ensure that the desert tortoises at the two sites
were likely part of a larger mixing population and similar genetically.

e Release sites must be at least 6.25 miles (10 km) from major unfenced roads or highways.
¢ Recipient areas include a dispersal radius of 4 miles (6.5 km) from release points.
2112 Areas Considered but Eliminated as Potential Recipient/Control Areas

All areas in the vicinity of the Combat Center were considered for use as potential recipient and control
areas. Application of the criteria above narrowed the range of feasible areas. Habitat quality, or
comparability between recipient and control areas/sites, was the primary criterion used in selecting
recipient and control areas/sites. Other criteria were applied as risk factors to further eliminate areas
where the combination of factors resulted in unacceptable levels of risk. Table 2.1-1 lists the areas
considered and the results of a screening evaluation based on the criteria presented above in
Section 2.1.1.1.

Table 2.1-1. Areas Eliminated from Further Consideration as Recipient or Control Areas

Area Reason(s) for Elimination from Further Consideration
e Generally too close to major risk factors, including CA-247 and human
South of WEA habitation.

e Narrow corridor of low quality habitat. Habitat quality deteriorates further in
the south, towards the mountains.

e Poor quality habitat.

Southwest of WEA
Hnw e Human habitation (Lucerne).
e Habitat quality is limited.
West of WEA _
e Johnson Valley OHV Area (high risk factor).
e Highrisk factors, including CA-247, City of Barstow, the Stoddard Valley
OHV Area (located west of CA-247), Interstate-15, and human habitation
Far West of WEA

further west.
e Low quality habitat.

Between Ord Mountains and e Poor quality habitat (high elevation).
Newberry Mountains e  Proximity to Barstow.

e Interstate-40 (extremely high risk factor).
e Northern side of Interstate-40 contains human developments on the west side,

Interstate-40 Corridor (West and poor quality habitat towards the east (the sand-blown mountains west of
of Cady Mountains and Cady Mountains Wilderness Study Area).
Northward) e Poor quality habitat southwest of Cady Mountains Wilderness Study Area

(low elevation, stunted vegetation), and lava flow on southern side of
Interstate-40.
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Table 2.1-1. Areas Eliminated from Further Consideration as Recipient or Control Areas
(continued)

Area Reason(s) for Elimination from Further Consideration
Interstate-40 Corridor (from e Interstate-40 (extremely high risk factor).
West edge of Cady e Limited quality habitat (including mountains) adjacent to Interstate-40 and
Mountains Eastward) further north.

e Low quality habitat due to low elevations near Amboy Road and high, steep
mountains near Kelbaker Road.

e Bristol Salt Lake and Cadiz Sand Dunes are located east of the Combat
Center and provide low-quality habitat (low elevation, poor vegetation, and
poor substrate).

Northeast and East of the
Combat Center

Sheephole Valley Wilderness

Area e Steep and low quality habitat for tortoises.

e Very low quality habitat (low elevation, very poor substrate, and very poor
vegetation, especially toward Danby Dry lake) south of the Cleghorn Lake

Wonder Valley Area RTA in the SEA.

e Amboy Road (high risk factor).

e Human habitation on both sides of Amboy Road (high risk factor).

e Narrow corridor with relatively dense human habitation (Twentynine Palms

South of the Combat Center through Yucca Valley),

Other Areas on Combat e Maneuver training (high risk factor).
Center e Many areas with poor quality habitat.

Legend: CA-247 = California State Route 247; SEA = Southern Expansion Area; WEA = Western Expansion Area; RTA =
Range Training Area.

2113 Recipient Areas Selection

Following the criteria identified above, recipient areas were identified in the 2011 GTP for tortoise
release. The Marine Corps identified recipient areas for placement of specific release sites that would
optimize translocation success. For the WEA, seven areas were identified as recipient areas, including:

o Two Special Use Areas in the WEA;

e Three areas adjacent to the northern border of the WEA (“Ord-Rodman™), one of which abuts a
Special Use Area and two of which are in a BLM grazing allotment; and

e Two areas on the Sunshine Peak Training Area (Figure 2.1-1).

Each area is about 5,400 to 9,600 acres in size (2,200 to 3,900 ha) and collectively total approximately
42,300 acres (17,100 ha). In the SEA, the entire 2,935 acre (1,188 ha) proposed Special Use Area was
identified as a recipient area (Figure 2.1-1). Two alternate areas were also considered, one in the
Emerson Lake Training Area and the other in the Bullion Training Area (Figure 2.1-1). Both locations
are in Special Use Areas wherein travel outside the MSRs is discouraged (though not restricted) because
of biological and/or cultural sensitivities. These proposed and potential recipient areas are listed in
Table 2.1-2.
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Table 2.1-2. Recipient Areas for the No-Action Alternative

Recipient Areas | Location | Jurisdiction |  Size (acres)

Proposed Areas

WEA Areas WEA DON/Marine Corps 12,015

Ord-Rodman Areas Northwest of Combat Center BLM 23,475

Sunshine Peak Areas Sunshine Peak RTA DON/Marine Corps 3,707

SEA Area SEA DON/Marine Corps 2,935
Total 42,269

Potential Alternate Areas

Emerson Lake Emerson Lake RTA DON/Marine Corps 2,471

Bullion Bullion RTA DON/Marine Corps 2,471
Total 4,942

Legend: BLM = Bureau of Land Management; DON = Department of the Navy; RTA = Range Training Area; SEA =
Southern Expansion Area; WEA = Western Expansion Area.

2114 Control Areas Selection

Five control areas were identified in the 2011 GTP (Figure 2.1-1). The purpose of the control areas is to
provide comparative desert tortoise data (including data on survival, threats to survival, habitat stability
and changes, and health and disease, as described in Section 2.1.3, Post-Translocation Monitoring) and
enable a comparison between areas and tortoises affected by translocation and areas and tortoises not
affected by translocation. Therefore, control area conditions need to be as similar as possible to paired
recipient area conditions in terms of habitat, land uses, tortoise density, and health status. Per the USFWS
translocation guidance (USFWS 2010b), control areas must not have foreseeable development or other
impacts precluding tortoise occupancy and should be approximately 6.25 miles (10 km) from recipient
areas. Two control areas were identified in the Rodman Mountains Wilderness Area, one control area
was identified on the western edge of the Ord-Rodman region, and two control areas were identified in
the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area, to meet these site selection criteria. No other suitable areas were
identified based on the selection of recipient sites for this alternative and the screening evaluation that
narrowed the range of feasible recipient/control areas (see Section 2.1.1.2).

This would enable the Combat Center to monitor and observe what effects, if any, resulted from
translocation of the tortoises. Monitoring survival, disease, habitat and threats in the study cohorts,
particularly the control group, is consistent with Strategic Element 4 (monitoring progress towards
recovery) of the Revised Recovery Plan for the Mojave Population of the Desert Tortoise (USFWS
2011a). Based on USFWS guidance, it is anticipated that approximately 200 tortoises would be needed
for effectiveness monitoring in each of the recipient and control areas.

2.1.15 Special Use Area Establishment

The 2011 GTP proposed two Special Use Areas in the WEA, and one Special Use Area in the SEA. The
new Special Use Areas in the WEA would be designated as Category 1, except for a portion of the
northern Special Use Area, which would be designated as Category 2 from an existing road to the Combat
Center boundary. Two alternative areas were identified, one in the Emerson Lake Training Area and the
other in the Bullion Training Area, both of which would be designated Category 2.

2.1.2 Translocation Methods

Translocation methods would include handling procedures, fencing, translocation, and clearance surveys
as summarized below. Additional information about translocation methods is available in the 2011 GTP
(Appendix A).
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2121 Handling Procedures

All tortoise handling would be accomplished by techniques outlined in the Desert Tortoise Field Manual
(USFWS 2009), including the most recent disease prevention techniques (e.g., USFWS 2016b). Handling
would adhere to USFWS (2010a) handling guidelines for temperature. Releases during translocation
would occur in accordance with USFWS translocation guidance (USFWS 2010b). Only Authorized
Biologists that have demonstrated to the USFWS that they possess sufficient desert tortoise knowledge
and experience to handle and move tortoises appropriately would be allowed to handle tortoises.
Tortoises that only need to be moved a few hundred feet (e.g., during fencing) would be hand-carried to
the release site. Tortoises that must be moved farther from the capture site would be sequestered in
single-use cardboard boxes or sanitized plastic tubs with taped lids. During transport by vehicle, the
tortoise tub would be kept shaded and placed on a well-padded surface. Only routes designated “open”
by BLM would be used to transport tortoises. Additional details on required handling technigques are
provided in the 2011 GTP (Appendix A).

Depending on environmental conditions and hydration states, tortoises would be hydrated using
techniques identified by USFWS (2010b). Tortoises that void their bladders between capture and release
would be re-hydrated using these techniques and thoroughly rinsed to remove odors potentially attractive
to predators.

Data about the size, gender, and health of translocated tortoises would be recorded for each tortoise
captured. The tortoises located during clearance surveys would all be marked with project-specific
identifying numbers and transmitters would be attached. Juvenile tortoises that are too small to wear
transmitters would be moved to established juvenile pens at Tortoise Research and Captive Rearing Sites
(TRACRS) where they may become part of the headstart program (the Combat Center’s tortoise rearing
program) or be held until translocation occurs or to Special Use Areas. The tortoises transmittered during
clearance surveys would then be relocated for translocation. A subset of 20% of the translocated tortoises
would retain the transmitters and continue to be tracked following release for monitoring purposes (see
Section 2.1.3 for more detail); the transmitters would be removed from the other 80% of the tortoises
upon release.

2.1.2.2 Fencing

Tortoise exclusion fencing would be installed for those borders of the new Special Use Areas near
maneuver or high use areas. In the WEA, this would be the southern border of the northern Special Use
Area and the entire border of the western Special Use Area. In the SEA, the Special Use Area would be
fenced on the north, west, and south sides. Further fencing of the Special Use Areas or impact areas is
currently not being considered. Under the No-Action Alternative, temporary fences would also be
installed around six constrained dispersal sites. Although the precise locations of these sites have not
been determined, they would all be located on the Combat Center. No fencing would be erected for
proposed recipient areas north of the WEA or in Sunshine Peak.

Fence construction may be completed during any time of the year. Materials and design are described in
the 2011 GTP (Appendix A) and in the Desert Tortoise Field Manual (USFWS 2009). All permanent
exclusion fencing would be inspected monthly and immediately after all rainfall events where soil and
water flows through washes or overland and could damage the fence or erode the soil underneath.
Temporary fencing would be inspected at least weekly if activities are occurring in the vicinity that could
damage the fence. Any damage to installed tortoise fencing, either permanent or temporary, would be
repaired immediately. All tortoises found during fence installation would become part of the
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translocation study, either as translocatees (if moved from fenced portions of the maneuver routes) or
residents (those already living at the recipient areas).

2.1.2.3 Translocation

Consistent with the 2011 GTP (Appendix A), clearance surveys for tortoises and nests were conducted
from September 2014 through October 2015 inside the designated medium- and high-intensity MEB
operating areas in the WEA and SEA. All tortoises of adequate size were transmittered; juvenile tortoises
too small to wear transmitters were moved to new holding pens at MCAGCC Natural Resources and
Environmental Affairs (NREA) TRACRS and these juvenile tortoises would be part of the headstart
program.

Tortoises would be moved under the handling constraints identified in Section 2.1.2.1. All tortoises
would be released under shrubs. Release would occur at least 1 week before daily, midday temperatures
are expected to exceed 90 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) (32 degrees Celsius [°C]) air temperature (measured at
2 inches [5 centimeters (cm)] above ground) or 109°F (43°C) ground surface temperature, whichever is
lower. The rationale is that tortoises must find or dig new refuges in the potentially unfamiliar
translocation area, before the onset of lethal daily temperatures. However, schedules may change and any
alteration to the methods in this translocation plan would be submitted to and approved by the USFWS
before translocation.

Juvenile tortoises under 4.4 inches (11.2 cm) are highly subject to depredation by dogs/coyotes, badgers,
and ravens. Tortoises below this size would be translocated to predator-proof enclosures until they are
large enough to be released. Pens would be regularly monitored until all juvenile tortoises are released.
Any viable nests found in the clearance area would be moved as described in the 2011 GTP. Desert
tortoises that exhibit moderate to severe nasal discharge would not be translocated, and may be sent to a
USFWS-approved facility where they would undergo further assessment, treatment, and/or study.
Additional details on translocation are provided in the 2011 GTP (Appendix A).

2124 Subsequent Clearance Surveys and Translocation

For up to the first 5 years following initial translocation, clearance surveys would be conducted in the
high- and moderate-impact areas to remove remaining desert tortoises. Subsequent clearance surveys
would occur only in those 1 square kilometer (km?) mapping units in which prior surveys detected three
or more adult desert tortoises. For any tortoise found, the standard measurements and assessments that
were used on other tortoises would be completed and the tortoise numbered. All tortoises that are suitable
candidates for translocation, based on the health assessment, would be translocated to the designated
recipient areas, but not in a mark-recapture plot area (see description of this in Section 2.1.3). All
clearances would be consistent with methods described above for the initial translocation effort.

213 Post-Translocation Monitoring

Because of the size of the translocated population, radio-telemetry tracking of all tortoises is impractical.
However, substantial information on survival of translocatees, as well as on population demography,
repatriation, and health, can be gathered by repeated readings of mark-recapture plots where tortoises
have been translocated. Mark-recapture plots would be used to estimate the tortoise population size by
capturing, marking, and releasing a portion of the population then later capturing another portion and
counting the number of marked individuals. Capture, marking, and releasing activities would not involve
any ground disturbance. An estimate of the total population size can then be determined by dividing the
number of marked individuals by the proportion of marked individuals in the second sample. Mark-
recapture plots at control and recipient areas would be repeatedly evaluated to help monitor the survival
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of translocatees and residents. These plot analyses would also provide estimates of tortoise density
(tortoises per square mile [tortoises per km’]) and demography (e.g., sex and age structure), and support
planned measures of site fidelity (the tendency to return to a previously occupied location), health
assessments, and other variables (e.g., habitat condition and health parameters) that may determine or
help explain the survivorship of the groups at the translocation and control areas. These plots, especially
control plots, would also provide a general reference for population monitoring in the area. A total of 10
to 12, 247 acre (100 ha) mark-recapture plots would be established in the recipient and control areas.
Four plots would be in the control areas and eight would be in the recipient areas. Each plot would be re-
surveyed for population density and structure every 5 years for 30 years.

Transmitters would be affixed to approximately 20% of the translocated tortoises as well as an equal
number of control and resident tortoises. Translocated, resident, and control tortoises would be tracked
the first year according to the schedule in USFWS Guidance (2010a). Tortoises would be tracked weekly
during April, May, October, and the last half of September; every 2 weeks from June through the first half
of September; and monthly from November through February.

After 5 years, the radio-telemetry study group would be decreased to 150 tortoises (50 per cohort) and
would be monitored via radio-telemetry for an additional 5 years (10 years total). Transmitters would be
removed at the end of 10 years unless USFWS and State wildlife resource agencies have determined
further action is warranted (USFWS 2010b).

A monitoring program would be conducted to determine the effectiveness of the translocation. This
rigorous monitoring program would also permit the identification of specific factors or thresholds that
may require the implementation of adaptive management. The latter would be developed through
coordination with USFWS and State wildlife agencies, as appropriate. Four subject areas would be
investigated by monitoring, each of which is described below:

e Survival: Survival of translocatees is the main metric for evaluating translocation as a take
minimization measure. Survival of translocated tortoises would be measured using two methods:
mark-recapture plots and tracking.

e Threats to survival: Anthropogenic disturbances and predator populations that cause potential
risks to recovery and translocation success threats would be assessed both qualitatively and
quantitatively and compared to current levels.

¢ Habitat stability/changes: Habitat would be assessed to monitor changes or stability during each
reading of the mark-recapture plots.

e Health and disease: The incidence of disease and other health issues would be monitored using
body condition indices, clinical signs of disease, serology, and visual inspection for injuries. This
would be accomplished using both telemetered tortoises and all tortoises captured on mark-
recapture plots. Any health problems observed (e.g., rapid declines in body condition, perceived
outbreaks of disease, mortality events) would be reported to the USFWS, CDFW, and BLM such
that appropriate actions can be taken in a timely manner.

Predator monitoring and control was not proposed as part of the 2011 GTP.
2.14 Other Research

The Marine Corps, in consultation with USFWS, identified a research program to benefit recovery of the
species. Research topics include translocation effectiveness, constrained dispersal (“repatriation” in the
2011 GTP), stocking densities, habitat, and disease. ~Two main research topics that would be
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implemented are summarized below, both of which are anticipated to provide results that are topical and
important for recovery. Additional information about this research is available in the 2011 GTP
(Appendix A).

2141 Experimental Translocation Densities

The intent behind this research is to evaluate the capability of the habitat to sustain a certain density of
tortoises. Under the No-Action Alternative, a broad range of densities was selected to determine at what
level ecosystem support functions were optimized and/or exceeded.

The 2011 GTP proposed average post-translocation densities would be greater than the current Ord-
Rodman density (19.5 tortoises per square mile [7.5 per km?]), as estimated by ongoing USFWS line-
distance sampling. This approach is supported by the much higher tortoise densities seen in the last 15 to
30 years (MCAGCC 2011) and tests the hypothesis that the declines may have little or nothing to do with
the carrying capacity of the existing habitat. Rather, the habitat may be capable of supporting higher
densities than are currently present in the recipient area. Also, this experimental approach would assist
USFWS in guiding future post-translocation densities. To address these questions, post-translocation
densities would vary from 1.3 times (25.35 tortoises per square mile [9.75 per km?]) the Ord-Rodman
density to 3.0 times (58.5 tortoises per square mile [22.5 per km?]) the Ord-Rodman density. In addition,
four of the mark-recapture plots would be placed in control areas. Survival, population density,
population structure, condition indices, and health status would be measured on these 12 plots every 5
years for 30 years. Habitat variables, disturbance, and threats would also be measured at the same time.

2.1.4.2 Constrained Dispersal

Constrained dispersal (called “repatriation” in the 2011 GTP) is a technique wherein tortoises are
translocated to a fenced site to encourage settling before the fence is removed. Unlike simple
translocation to unfenced sites where tortoises may immediately travel away from the site, tortoises
released via constrained dispersal would remain because they would establish home ranges and become
part of the social hierarchy within the fenced area before the fence removal. The 2011 GTP proposed
four to six constrained dispersal pens on the Combat Center, each 640 acres (260 ha) in size. Precise
locations for these sites have not been determined, but all sites would be located on the Combat Center
within 2.5 miles (4 km) of an MSR. Tortoise exclusion fencing would be placed around the perimeter of
each site. A road would be constructed around each site to provide access from the nearest MSR. For the
six proposed sites, road and fence construction would impact up to 93.1 acres (37.7 ha) of desert scrub,
the most common vegetation type on the Combat Center. The tortoise exclusion fencing would be
removed 2 years after initial translocation to assess fidelity for the new site and allow tortoises to become
members of the greater population. Post-translocation densities in these constrained dispersal areas were
identified as 68 tortoises per square mile (26 per km?) in the WEA, and 42 tortoises per square mile (16
per km?) in the SEA.

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 1
Implementation of Alternative 1 would entail the translocation of desert tortoise as described in the March

2016 desert tortoise translocation plan (Appendix A; MCAGCC 2016b). A summary of the March 2016
Translocation Plan and how it compares to the 2011 GTP (the No-Action Alternative) is provided below.
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221

2211

Recipient and Control Sites

Recipient and Control Site Selection Criteria

Recipient site selection criteria for Alternative 1 were modified as compared to those identified in the
2011 GTP (see Section 2.1.1.1). Recipient sites under Alternative 1 must meet the following modified
criteria (MCAGCC 2016b) to ensure that translocation would successfully support tortoise recovery:

Sites should be part of a connected system of occupied desert tortoise habitat. The site exists
within a continuous landscape of occupied habitat. No significant barriers to movement separate
the site from surrounding habitat, allowing genetic flow across the area.

Tortoise populations on and/or near the recipient sites are such that translocation augments
a site and does not conflict with resource constraints. Population levels show a downward
historic trend. No notable site-specific conditions (e.g., habitat modification) exist that suggest
the site would be unable to support additional tortoises, within limits of past population levels.

The lands must comprise sufficiently good habitat that they are either currently occupied or
could be occupied by the desert tortoise. Habitat on the recipient sites must be suitable for
all life stages. The right mix of factors exists to support juvenile and adult tortoises. These
factors include soils that support burrowing, plants that provide shade cover, sufficient fodder,
and other supporting factors.

Sites that are protected or receive adequate protection. Land use designations and site
locations limit future development and other high-impact activities. Examples include designated
ACECs and areas distant from human development.

Lands should not be subject to elevated threats (e.g., predation, disease, exotic invasive
plant species) or intensive historic, current, or future land uses (e.g., recreational use,
development, habitat degradation) that could compromise habitat recovery or render it too
lengthy to be useful during the initial translocation years. These considerations also must
extend to surrounding lands onto which tortoises might disperse. Specific threats present at
the recipient sites and surrounding areas do not preclude continued survival of desert tortoise
populations. For example, predation rates, disease prevalence, and human uses of the land should
all be low intensity.

These criteria are consistent with the goals, objectives, and recovery strategies of the Recovery Plan
USFWS (2011a) and USFWS translocation guidance (USFWS 2010b), as identified in Section 2.1.1.1 for
the No-Action Alternative.

Beyond the basic criteria for recipient sites that would optimize translocation, there are additional
considerations pertaining to monitoring and research that are critical components for evaluating the
success of the translocation program:

Replicates (copies of research treatments that can be compared to one another to validate an
experiment), both among sites and individuals, are crucial for statistically examining
translocation effects.

Control sites must be similar to recipient sites (e.g., habitat type/quality, post-translocation
population density, and disease status), but not influenced by translocation to recipient sites.
USFWS (2011b) recommends a separation distance of approximately 6.25 miles (10 km).
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o Experimental sites must be sufficiently separated to avoid interference between sites (generally at
least 4 miles [6.5 km]).

e The intensive tracking schedule required by USFWS (2011b, 2012) requires that individuals be
found virtually weekly throughout the year, largely because translocatees travel erratically and
unpredictably and can be lost easily. The tracking requirements for Year 1 are:

0 Within 24 hours of release

0 Twice weekly for the first 2 weeks

0 Weekly from March through early November

0 Twice monthly from November through February

Tracking requirements for years 2-5 are only slightly less intense. Accordingly, access to
transmittered individuals must be continuous. Because range access on the Combat Center is
highly restricted due to training exercises, transmittered animals cannot be released on the
Combat Center without considering alternative tracking schedules and other monitoring efforts.
For the Sunshine Peak portion of the Rodman-Sunshine Peak dispersal area, the Combat Center
will implement a combination of occasional radio tracking combined with multiple line transects
to span most of the Sunshine Peak Training Area.

2212 Recipient and Control Site Selection

The Combat Center identified and refined recipient and control sites relative to size and location
following a 3-year program of surveys, literature review, and consultation with resource agencies. The
surveys looked at areas initially identified in the 2011 GTP (MCAGCC 2011) and several additional
areas. Recipient sites were selected by evaluating this information relative to the criteria listed in
Sections 2.1.1.1 and 2.2.1.1 to ensure that translocation would successfully support tortoise recovery.
The range of feasible locations for recipient and control site selection had also been narrowed as a result
of the screening evaluation described in Section 2.1.1.2. Beyond the basic criteria for recipient sites to
optimize translocation, the Combat Center used additional considerations pertaining to monitoring and
research to evaluate the success of the translocation program and minimize the use of wilderness areas.
Each recipient site is paired with a control site(s) to match genetics, habitat, and local weather patterns.
Control sites have been selected according to the criteria described in Sections 2.1.1.1 and 2.2.1.1.

Six recipient sites and six control sites were designated and are shown in Figure 2.2-1. Each recipient site
is paired with one or more control sites (Table 2.2-1). Recipient sites include both a release area and a
dispersal area. A release area is a smaller component of a recipient site where the tortoises would be
physically released during translocation, and a dispersal area includes the remainder of the overall
recipient site within which the released tortoises are expected to disperse following release. No other
suitable control sites were identified based on the selection of recipient sites for this alternative and the
screening evaluation that narrowed the range of feasible recipient/control areas (see Section 2.1.1.2).

Conservation areas and land uses within or nearby each recipient and control site are described in
Table 2.2-2. Site conditions for recipient and control sites are summarized below, with additional
information available in the March 2016 desert tortoise translocation plan (Appendix A).
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Table 2.2-1. Recipient Sites and Paired Control Sites for Alternative 1

Distance between Distance between
. Closest Distance . . Recipient Site Paired Control . Recipient Site
Recipient Site (asclfees) from Impact PalreSc: tgintrol (a?:lf:s) and Paired Site 2 (a?:lf:s) and Paired
Area (miles)* Control Site 1 (If Applicable) Control Site 2
(miles)? (miles)?
Rodman-
Lucerne-Ord 37,619 104 Sunshine Peak 13,563 114 Daggett 6,183 12
South
Rodman-Sunshine Rodman-
26,078 4.9 Sunshine Peak 13,563 3.2 Daggett 6,183 23
Peak North South
Siberia® 13,399 16.7 Ludlow 3,054 2.9 NA NA NA
Broadwell 10,121 19.2 Calico 1,994 3.6 NA NA NA
Cleghorn 2,321 0.5 Cleghorn 1,964 0.7 NA NA NA
Control
Bullion 13,073 6.4 Bullion Control 2,010 1.1 NA NA NA
Legend: NA = Not Applicable.

Notes:

! This is the distance from the nearest edge of the Release Area within the individual Recipient Sites to the nearest edge of the impact areas.
2 This is the distance from the nearest edge of the Release Area within the individual Recipient Sites to the nearest edge of the Control Site.

% Value represents the 629% of the 21,612 acre site that has a habitat suitability index of 0.6 or greater, derived from Barrows et al. (2016).
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Table 2.2-2. Associated Conservation Areas and Land Uses for Recipient and Control Sites under Alternative 1

Site | Jurisdiction Associated Conservation Areas Land Uses
Recipient
Sites
e Large transmission line corridor.
Substantially overlaps: Ord-Rodman ACEC; Ord- | e Limited Use OHV designation but possible proliferation
* Rodman Critical Habitat Unit; Proposed National anticipated.
Lucerne-Ord BLM Landscape Conservation System (DRECP); Ord- e  Overlaps Ord Mountain grazing allotment.
Rodman Tortoise Conservation Area. e  Mixture of federal and private lands.
e Scattered occupied residents >6.6 km south of the release area.
Overlaps portions of the Combat Center Sunshine
Peak and Lavic Lake RTA Special Use Areas.
Rodman- BLM and Substantially overlaps: Ord-Rodman ACEC; Ord- | ¢  Large transmission line corridor.
Sunshine Peak DON/Marine Rodman Critical Hab!tat Unit; Proposed National e No projected future use of area. _
. 2
North* Corps Landsg:ape Conser\./ayon System (DRECP); e Overlaps Ord Mountain grazing allotment approximately 3 km®.
Sunshine Peak Training Area; Ord-Rodman e All lands federally owned.
Tortoise Conservation Area.
Bordered by Rodman Mountains Wilderness Area.
In: Mojave Trails National Monument and e Negligible recreation use, although underground natural gas
Proposed ACEC (DRECP). pipelines provide ingress routes.
Siberia BLM Overlaps the Proposed National Landscape e No projected use of area but large block of private lands in west -
Conservation System (DRECP). former proposed solar energy project.
Borders the Combat Center. e  Mixture of federal, state, and private lands.
Substantially overlaps: Cady Mountains : :
Wilderness Study Area; Proposed National * Retlr_e d drazing al!otment.
. ) e Negligible recreation use.
Broadwell BLM Landscape Conservation System (D.RECP)’ . e No projected future use of area
Proposed ACEC (DRECP); and Mojave Trails L .
National Monument. e Large transmission line corridor.
Near Kelso Dunes Wilderness Area. *  Nearlyall lands federally owned.
DON/Marine Entir_ely on the Combat Center-Cleghorn Lake RTA
Cleghorn* Corps Special Use Area. e Scattered occupied houses with dogs, 6.7 km south.
Adjacent to Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area.
Bulli DON/Marine Entirely on the Combat Center-Bullion RTA e  Training would occur in the recipient site outside the Special Use
ullion :
Corps Special Use Area. Avrea.
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Table 2.2-2. Associated Conservation Areas and Land Uses for Recipient and Control Sites under Alternative 1 (continued)

Site | Jurisdiction | Associated Conservation Areas | Land Uses
Control Sites
e  On the Combat Center Special Use Area. «  Large transmission line corridor.
*  Substantially overlaps: Ord-Rodman ACEC, Ord- | |- pogig o) Open OHV Area to north (would be fenced with
Rodman- BLM and Rodman Critical Habitat Unit; Proposed National tortoise exclusion fencing)
Sunshine Peak DON/Marine Landscape Conservation System (DRECP); : .
South Corps Sunshine Peak Training Area; Ord-Rodman *  Proposed expanded Open OHV Area to west (Cook Bill).
Tortoise Conservation Area. e  Overlaps Ord Mountain grazing allotment.
e Bordered by Rodman Mountains Wilderness Area. *  Alllands federally owned.
e In: Ord-Rodman ACEC; Ord-Rodman Critical e Large electrical transmission line corridor.
Daggett BLM Habitat Ur_lit; Proposed National Landscape e  Mixture of federal and private land.
Conservation System (DRECP). e No projected future use of area 3.
e Abuts Rodman Mountains Wilderness Area. e >1.3 km south of Interstate-40 and Daggett.
e In: Mojave Trails National Monument and
Proposed ACEC (DRECP). e Negligible recreation use, although underground natural gas
Ludlow BLM e  Overlaps the Proposed National Landscape pipelines provide ingress routes.
Conservation System (DRECP). e Mixture of federal and state lands.
e Near the Combat Center.
e  Substantially overlaps: Proposed National * Retired grazing allotment.
Landscape Conservation System (DRECP) and e Negligible recreation use.
Calico BLM Proposed ACEC (DRECP). e No projected future use of area 2.
e Abuts: Mojave Trails National Monument and e Large electrical transmission line corridor.
Cady Mountains Wilderness Study Area. e Mostly federal land ownership.
: e Entirely on the Combat Center- Cleghorn Lake
g)erﬂ?glm DONC/:I(\)/Irz;l)rslne RTA Special Use Area. e Scattered occupied houses with dogs, 5.5 km southeast.
e Adjacent to Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area.
Bullion BLM e Entirely in Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area. e  Training would occur in the recipient site outside the Special Use
Control e Borders the Combat Center. Area
Legend: ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; BLM = Bureau of Land Management; DON = Department of the Navy; DRECP = Desert Renewable Energy
Conservation Plan (California Energy Commission et al. 2014); km = kilometers; km? = square kilometers; MCAGCC = Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center;
OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; RTA = Range Training Area.
Note: *These sites are overlapping or located in proximity to recipient areas identified in the 2011 GTP; all other sites are newly identified.
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Recipient Sites

Lucerne-Ord: The Lucerne-Ord recipient site (Figure 2.2-2) was placed in the Ord-Rodman
West recipient area identified in the 2011 GTP. This site is a broad area of mixed, fair- to good-
quality habitat with a pre-translocation density of 13.5 tortoises per square mile (5.2 per km?) (see
Section 3.1, Biological Resources, for a description of habitat quality for the desert tortoise). The
site lies in a large bowl with natural topographic barriers (Ord Mountains) to the west and north.
There are no highways or heavily used roads in or adjacent to the site. While the site receives
substantial protection from future development via its overlap with multiple conservation areas,
the Land Acquisition EIS suggests the nearby Ord Mountain route network may see increased
OHV activity as a result of displaced use from Johnson Valley. However, this displaced OHV
activity should be less than originally expected due to the NDAA preserving more land to be
available for recreation in the Shared Use Area (see Section 1.3.3).

Rodman-Sunshine Peak North: The Rodman-Sunshine Peak North (Figures 2.2-2 and 2.2-3)
recipient site was placed amongst the two Sunshine Peak recipient areas and the eastern Ord-
Rodman recipient area identified in the 2011 GTP. Consolidating these areas allows for
improved translocation management and monitoring. This site is a broad bajada of mixed fair,
medium, and moderately-good habitat with a pre-translocation density of 12.7 tortoises per square
mile (4.9 per km?). A broad lava flow provides a barrier to tortoise movement toward
Interstate-40. No future development is anticipated, and with the exception of an electricity
transmission corridor there is little current disturbance. All of the lands are federally-owned (San
Bernardino County 2015). This site is relatively protected by its large overlap with conservation
areas and Sunshine Peak Range Training Area (RTA), and adjacency to the Rodman Mountains
Wilderness Area. Sunshine Peak receives little disturbance. Ground activity, primarily by the
Combat Center’s Explosive Ordnance Division (EOD), is limited to a few days per year when
EOD detonates or removes unexploded ordnance.

Siberia: The Siberia recipient site (Figure 2.2-3) lies on a narrow, steep alluvial fan out of the
Bullion Mountains, and has a pre-translocation density of 6.8 tortoises per square mile (2.6 per
km?). There are no identified uses of the site that would negatively impact tortoises. A large
block of private lands in the west leaves open the possibility of future development, although this
area is no longer in a solar energy development zone (California Energy Commission et al. 2014).
The area is currently part of the newly established Mojave Trails National Monument.

Broadwell: The Broadwell recipient site (Figure 2.2-3) lies on a large, steeply sloping bajada
bordered by low to tall mountains with a pre-translocation density of 13.3 tortoises per square
mile (5.1 per km?). Much of the bajada has only moderate utility to tortoises because of the
cobbly and gravelly substrates; the low species richness and plant volume is an indicator of this
lower quality habitat. Not surprisingly, tortoises were disproportionately found in the incised
washes of the upper bajada near the mountain slopes; these also had a high component of caliche
cavities favored as burrows by tortoises. The site achieves moderately high protection from
overlapping and nearby existing and proposed conservation lands, and nearly all of the lands are
federally-owned. There is little current use of the area with the exception of electricity
transmission, and future development is not anticipated. This is a new recipient site not identified
in the 2011 GTP. The area is currently part of the newly established Mojave Trails National
Monument.
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Cleghorn: The Cleghorn recipient site (Figure 2.2-4) was placed in the SEA recipient area
identified in the 2011 GTP. This constrained release site would be completely fenced with
tortoise exclusion fence and studied as a constrained dispersal site. After 2 years, the
constraining fence on the east and south would be removed; the fence excluding tortoises from
the Combat Center impact area (northern, western, and southern boundaries of the Special Use
Area) would remain in perpetuity. This site is in undeveloped native habitat, with a pre-
translocation density of 16.9 tortoises per square mile (6.5 per km?). The recipient site is in a
Special Use Area on the Combat Center, and adjacent to Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area, so is
protected from public use or development. The dispersal site was placed more than 4.0 miles (6.5
km) from the houses to limit potential trauma from roaming dogs. Further, the Combat Center
would (1) implement an information outreach program to encourage people to confine their dogs,
(2) conduct a study to monitor dog and coyote presence, (3) install dog and coyote deterrents for
the constrained dispersal pen (e.g., hot wire), and (4) implement a dog/coyote control program in
the area.

Bullion: The Bullion recipient site (Figure 2.2-4) is located on the Combat Center in the Special
Use Area immediately north of Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area. The Bullion recipient site hosts
high densities of desert tortoise and is not a depleted population. The major site constraint is the
limited access for monitoring; access is through the Bullion RTA and the site is remote, requiring
substantial time to get there, and access may be limited by the schedule of training activities.
This site has good habitat quality and future threats appear to be limited to training activities in
that portion of the Combat Center, though such impacts are generally quite low in this area.

Control Sites

Rodman-Sunshine Peak South: The Rodman-Sunshine Peak South control site (see Figure
2.2-2) is paired with the Lucerne-Ord and Rodman-Sunshine Peak North recipient sites. This
control site comprises a substantial area of moderately-good and good habitat that is relatively
protected by its large overlap with conservation areas, overlap with a Special Use Area identified
on the Combat Center, and proximity to the Rodman Mountains Wilderness Area. Future OHV
impacts are unlikely but possible. A small triangle (2,965 acres [1,200 ha]) of Johnson Valley
Open OHV remains north of the Special Use Area. At this time the only access to this triangle is
the electrical transmission line maintenance road, so it is uncertain whether this area would be
visited by riders. This could change, however, if the California Minerals, Off-Road Recreation,
and Conservation Act or Cook Bill (Cook 2015) is passed, it could create a broader connection
between this isolated triangle and the main Open OHV area.

Daggett: The Daggett control site (see Figure 2.2-2) was chosen because of its high quality
habitat over a relatively broad area and its proximity to its paired recipient site Lucerne-Ord. The
Combat Center has also proposed pairing Daggett with the Rodman-Sunshine Peak North
recipient site to increase the strength of the analyses, however distance from that recipient site
may make Daggett an unsuitable pairing. Its location within conservation lands provides
impediment to further development and BLM is not aware of any proposals for its development
(Otahal 2015).

Ludlow: The Ludlow control site (see Figure 2.2-3) is paired with the Siberia recipient site and
comprises fair to moderately good habitat and is very similar to occupied areas of the paired
Siberia recipient site. It is relatively undisturbed by human activities; only an underground
natural gas pipeline currently provides access, and use by the public appears negligible. The area
is currently part of the newly established Mojave Trails National Monument.
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e Calico: The Calico control site (see Figure 2.2-3) is paired with the Broadwell recipient site and
is situated on a small south-facing bajada against the foothills of the Cady Mountains. It is
relatively undisturbed by human activities and the former grazing allotment has been retired. The
site is somewhat protected from development, based on current and proposed conservation
designations. Calico was considered as a control site for the Rodman-Sunshine Peak North
recipient site, however it is too small, does not have comparable habitat type, and is more distant
than preferred.

e Cleghorn: The Cleghorn control site (see Figure 2.2-3) is paired with the Cleghorn recipient site
and is in undeveloped native habitat. The site is in the Combat Center and adjacent to Cleghorn
Lakes Wilderness Area, so is protected from public use or development.

e Bullion: The Bullion control site (see Figure 2.2-4) is paired with the Bullion recipient site and is
located in the northwest portion of Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area. This site has good habitat
quality, is far from any human impacts, and receives high protection from public activities or
development. The major site constraint is the limited access for monitoring; access is through the
Bullion RTA and the site is remote, requiring substantial time to get there, and access may be
limited by the schedule of training activities.

2213 Special Use Area Establishment

Compared to the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1 moves the westernmost Special Use Area in the
WEA into the Bullion RTA.

222 Translocation Methods

Translocation methods are summarized below and additional information about translocation methods is
available in the Alternative 1 Translocation Plan (Appendix A).

2221 Handling Procedures

The Combat Center would employ similar handling procedures as those described for the No-Action
Alternative. In addition to those procedures, tortoises may be transported via commercial helicopter to
reduce transportation time and stress.

2222 Fencing

Tortoise exclusion fencing remains a protective measure that would be employed, as described for the
No-Action Alternative. In addition, three-strand fencing would be used, primarily to prevent humans and
OHVs from entering recipient/control sites and Special Use Areas. The Combat Center would survey the
desert tortoise fence alignments for cultural resources and make adjustments to the alignments during
installation to avoid cultural resources; adjustments to the alignment may also be made to the alignment
due to other field conditions (No-Action Alternative). New recipient sites identified for Alternative 1
may require fencing in some areas.

Fencing and signs include the following:

e Permanent tortoise exclusion fencing with three-strand smooth wire fencing would be installed
before translocation. The tortoise exclusion fencing would be 18 inches (45 cm) above ground
and the total maximum height with three-strand wire would be approximately 4 feet (ft) (1.3
meters [m]). This would require the excavation of trenches measuring 4 to 6 inches (10 to 15 cm)
wide and 12 inches (30 cm) deep and would include three-strand smooth fencing (Photo 1). The
trenches would be excavated with a blade on heavy equipment. This fencing would be located in
the following areas:
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r

Photo 1: Example of Tortoise Exclusion Fening '

0 Between impact areas and recipient sites and/or Special Use Areas (8 miles [13 km] for the
Special Use Area in the WEA and 8.9 miles [14.3 km] for the Cleghorn Recipient), to keep
tortoises from entering the impact areas;

0 Between recipient sites and the Open OHV Area north of the WEA (3.6 miles [5.8 km]); and

o Along the Combat Center border at the Siberia recipient site (7 miles [11 km]), to keep
tortoises from crossing into the Combat Center.

e Construction of the three-strand smooth wire fencing (7.3 miles [11.7 km]) would use 1.5-inch by
1.5-inch by 6-ft (4-cm by 4-cm by 2-m) t-posts and then 16 gauge wire would be strung between
the posts. The total maximum height of this three-strand wire fence would be approximately 4 ft
(2.3 m). This would be located between the Johnson Valley OHV areas and the Special Use Area
in the WEA.

e Temporary tortoise exclusion fencing would be installed at two locations to keep tortoises from
dispersing into the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area for the first two years of implementation.
The temporary tortoise exclusion fencing would be similar to the three-strand smooth wire
fencing and located in the following areas:

0 The constrained dispersal plot in Cleghorn Lake RTA (3.7 miles [6 km]); and
0 The southern portion of the Bullion RTA (3.8 miles [6.2 km]).

e There would also be signs (2.6 miles [4.1 km]) mounted on posts along an existing road in the
Special Use Area in the WEA.

Access to these areas would be along existing roads, and then a new permanent 16 ft (5 m) wide
maintenance road would be left along the fenceline within the Combat Center (not on BLM land), where
terrain permits. The active working areas and temporary equipment laydown areas for fence construction
would be located on the new maintenance road within 16 ft (5 m) of the fencing or signs (Photo 2).
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Photo 2: Example Maintenance Road Adjacent to Tortoise Exclusion Fencing
2.2.2.3 Translocation

Clearance surveys for tortoises were conducted inside the medium- and high-intensity MEB operating
areas in the WEA and SEA from September 2014 through October 2015. These clearance surveys found
1,410 tortoises in the WEA and SEA, of which 1,125 adult and juvenile tortoises were transmittered and
an additional 285 smaller tortoises were transferred to TRACRS holding pens. Additional surveys on
private lands to be acquired within the WEA should yield approximately 18 additional tortoises. The
Combat Center anticipates translocating adult tortoises in early spring (mid-March to mid-April) to meet
temperature guidelines.

The Combat Center would employ translocation methods similar to those described in Section 2.1.2.3 for
the No-Action Alternative. Authorized handlers would find and collect the tortoises. All tortoises would
be transported in individual, sanitized plastic tubs with a lid and brought to local processing centers,
where they would receive a visual health assessment.

As described in the No-Action Alternative, tortoises that exhibit moderate to severe nasal discharge
would not be translocated. Additionally under Alternative 1, the enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay
(ELISA) tests would be run on desert tortoises as part of routine health assessment. This test detects
specific antibodies in blood, and an ELISA-positive result denotes past exposure to Mycoplasma spp.
The ELISA test only reveals past exposure, and does not provide evidence of a current infectious
outbreak.

During coordination with the CDFW regarding the Alternative 1 translocation plan, the agency requested
that the Combat Center consider limiting translocation of ELISA-positive tortoises. As a precautionary
measure, the Combat Center agreed not to translocate any ELISA-positive tortoises into desert tortoise
critical habitat, and would instead place them in other identified recipient sites.

Each tortoise would be boxed and walked or driven to one of several dispatch points, where groups of
tortoises would be flown by helicopter (preferably) or driven to a location at or near the relevant
translocation area, according to the approved disposition plan for that tortoise. Biologists would then
carry the tortoises from this location to release them at designated release sites. During all transportation,
tortoises would be kept shaded, away from hot surfaces, and padded as needed to avoid shell or internal
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trauma. Transport of desert tortoises by helicopter would occur over a 10 to 12 day period with an
anticipated 40 to 50 total helicopter trips (4 trips per day carrying 25 desert tortoises each trip for a total
of 100 desert tortoises per day over a 10- to 12-day period). Helicopters would land within MSRs or
other existing roads/routes and preferably within intersections of roads. Tortoises would then be carried
on foot to or from the helicopter following capture and for release, respectively. Monitors would be
located on the roads at safe distances on either side of the helicopter landing area, to prevent OHVs or
unauthorized Combat Center personnel from approaching the helicopter landing area during translocation
operations.

Tortoises would be released in a spatial distribution similar to capture distribution to better maintain
social groupings. All juveniles of sufficient size for release greater than 4.4 inches (>11.2 cm) would be
released near inactive rodent burrows or other protective cavities. As with the No-Action Alternative,
juvenile tortoises under 4.4 inches (11.2 cm) would be translocated to predator-proof enclosures until
grown enough to release.

2224 Subsequent Clearance Surveys

Fencing is not proposed for the high and medium impact areas to exclude tortoises from entering the
impact areas. Consequently, subsequent clearance surveys would be conducted and are consistent with
those described in the No-Action Alternative.

2.2.3 Post-Translocation Monitoring

Similar to what is described under the No-Action Alternative, monitoring would be conducted to quantify
how well the translocation addresses the overarching goal of the translocation to minimize losses and
maximize assimilation into the existing population. Post-translocation monitoring is generally consistent
with that described in the No-Action Alternative, with the following exceptions:

o Twelve 247 acre (100 ha) mark-recapture plots would be established in the recipient and control
sites, with five in control sites and seven in recipient sites. Each plot would be surveyed for
population density and structure every 5 years for 30 years, an interval consistent with Strategy 4
of the revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2011a).

e The Combat Center would implement a combination of radio-telemetry, mark-recapture plots,
and transect surveys of tortoise density (USFWS 2010a) to monitor survivorship, tortoise density,
health, and habitat quality at the Rodman-Sunshine Peak North recipient site. This includes a
series of line transects across the broad dispersal area for the first 3 years. After the first 3 years,
these data would be used to determine if there are suitable plot locations for long-term (e.g., 5-
year intervals) monitoring, or if monitoring should be continued via the line transects.

e Ready access to the Rodman-Sunshine Peak North site is anticipated at least twice a year and the
Combat Center would attempt to schedule additional access to the training area to support
tracking telemetered tortoises. If additional access proves infeasible, transmitters for these
animals would be removed so tortoises are not burdened with unused transmitters.

e The Combat Center would continue implementing policies that reduce conditions that promote
the presence of tortoise predators onboard the Installation, such as water and food-waste controls.

e In addition, the Combat Center is partnering with USFWS to study the effectiveness of raven
aversion techniques.
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e Post-translocation monitoring and health assessment of translocated and control tortoise
populations would be the primary means of detecting predation. This monitoring would be
supplemented by regular Conservation Law Enforcement Officer patrols through the recipient
and control sites. The Combat Center has also budgeted for predator-specific surveys (e.g.,
surveys for raven nests along pole lines), and would implement these surveys as funds are
available.

e The Combat Center would establish a coyote hunting program aboard the installation, and would
deploy personnel for coyote trapping and hunting into areas where coyote predation rates of
translocated tortoises exceed those of control populations. Ravens with evidence of predation on
tortoises would be reported to USFWS for depredation.

2.2.4

Additional research would be conducted under Alternative 1 beyond that described under the No-Action
Alternative. The translocation provides numerous opportunities to answer research questions that
increase the understanding of the species and advance species recovery. Additional information about
monitoring and research is available in the Alternative 1 desert tortoise translocation plan (MCAGCC
2016Db; see Appendix A).

2241

Other Research

Experimental Translocation Densities

As described under the No-Action Alternative, translocation densities would vary across different
recipient sites to assist USFWS in guiding future post-translocation densities. Post-translocation densities
would range from 12.2 tortoises per square mile (4.7 per km?) (Siberia) to 34.3 tortoises per square mile
(13.2 tortoises/km®) (Bullion) and represent increases of between 22% and 85% over current densities,
and increases of between 24% and 131% over near-term projected densities. As indicated in Table 2.2-3,
these post-translocation densities are similar to those proposed under the No-Action Alternative.

Table 2.2-3. Recipient Sites Post-Translocation Densities for Alternative 1

. . . Post-
Alternative 1 s il .DenS|ty P.rOJected_ PGS Translocation
.. . Jurisdiction (tortoises per | Density (tortoises Number of .
REETEETSIE km?) er km?)* Translocatees Density
P (tortoises per km?)
Lucerne-Ord BLM 5.2 4.0 450 8.2
Rodman- BLM and
Sunshine Peak DON/Marine 4.9 3.8 186 6.7
North Corps
Siberia BLM 4.2 3.8 115 4.7
Broadwell BLM 5.1 4.1 47 6.2
Cleghorn DON/Marine 6.5 5.2 52 12.0
Corps
Bullion DON/Marine 10.4 8.4 148 132
Corps

Legend: BLM = Bureau of Land Management; DON = Department of the Navy; km* = square kilometers.

Notes: *Based on draft USFWS translocation guidance (USFWS 2016a); assumes an 8.3% decrease per year
for the Lucerne-Ord and Rodman-Sunshine Peak recipient sites and a 7.1% decrease per year for
remaining sites over 3 years.

2.2.4.2 Grazing

Alternative 1 proposes to study cattle grazing compatibility with desert tortoises. The Ord Mountain
Cattle Allotment overlaps the Lucerne-Ord Recipient Site, thus providing an opportunity to examine the
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effects of grazing on desert tortoises. Data on tortoise populations and grazing practices would be
collected, thereby permitting an analysis of both long-term and short-term effects.

While there is information that shows both long-term and short-term changes to habitat as a result of
grazing, the detrimental effects are uncertain and some benefits may accrue (Ellison 1960). Specific to
desert tortoises, little definitive and focused research has been completed on the effects of cattle grazing
(Oldemeyer 1994; Avery 1998; Lovich and Bainbridge 1999). Studies to illuminate the specific grazing
factors that affect desert tortoises would assist USFWS and CDFW in recovery efforts. These studies also
may assist the allotment operator in revising grazing management practices to accommodate both cattle
and tortoises. Such studies are encouraged by the revised desert tortoise recovery plan (USFWS 2011a).

The same basic survivorship, assimilation, tracking, plot density assessments, health assessments,
dispersal area evaluations, habitat characteristics, and secondary or explanatory measurements would be
measured in the Lucerne-Ord Recipient Site. Data analyses and statistical comparisons between grazed
and ungrazed areas would then be conducted to determine the impacts of cattle grazing.

2.2.4.3 Constrained Dispersal

As described under the No-Action Alternative, research on constrained dispersal would be conducted to
determine the effectiveness of allowing translocated tortoises to establish home ranges and become part of
the social hierarchy within the fenced area before fencing is removed. The constrained dispersal areas
would occur over several smaller sites under the No-Action Alternative, but would be limited to a single,
larger site at the Cleghorn Lake recipient site under Alternative 1. At 2,321 acres (939 ha), the Cleghorn
Lake recipient site offers adequate room to better accommodate tortoise home ranges. Further, removing
constrained dispersal pens from other recipient sites reduces constraints on tortoise movement within
those sites.

2.2.4.4 Physical and Genetic Distance

Recipient site locations were selected based on criteria discussed in the Translocation Plan, and designed
primarily to support successful translocation. However, varying distance between capture and release
locations provides an opportunity to study the effects of this physical and genetic distance. Using data
collected during monitoring (see Section 2.2.1.3), a comparison among the controls and translocatees
would be used to determine patterns of mixing or segregation. Having the deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA)
samples from the tortoises would also allow testing whether clutches produce offspring that are
segregated or mixed among the WEA, SEA, and residents, and quantify the amount of mixing. These
tests would occur at about 3 years post-translocation, after tortoises have had time to settle. Alternative 1
includes this research, although the shorter translocation distances are likely to be less distinct genetically
and more difficult to distinguish offspring from either parent population.

2245 Vertical Transmission of Disease

Insufficient numbers of tortoises with abnormal nasal discharge were found during baseline and clearance
surveys to support study of the vertical transmission of disease. Alternative 1 eliminates this potential
research from further consideration.

2.24.6 Headstart Program

The Combat Center is holding, protecting, and feeding 285 small, WEA and SEA tortoises at the
TRACRS headstart facility because these tortoises are too small to receive radio transmitters and would
be nearly impossible to find again in subsequent clearance surveys. The Combat Center is researching the
efficacy of headstarting using long-term efforts and may supplement these data by monitoring the
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survivorship, growth, and health of these small tortoises held for translocation. Little is known of the
survivorship of juvenile tortoises, and these data for small tortoises would provide a comparison to the
wild juvenile translocatees, residents, and controls being monitored as part of translocation.

2.3

ALTERNATIVE 2 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Alternative 2 was developed based on internal USFWS development of draft revised translocation
guidance (USFWS 2016a). Specifically, there was an increased focus on augmenting depleted tortoise
populations. The USFWS translocation guidance includes the following additional site selection criteria:

Release sites support habitat suitable for all desert tortoise life stages.

There is no evidence of an active outbreak of disease, such as high prevalence of clinical signs of
disease or seropositive responses to disease agents within the release sites.

Major, unfenced roads or highways are no closer than 4.0 miles (6.5 km) to the release site.
The site has no detrimental rights-of-way or other encumbrances.

The site will be managed compatibly with continued desert tortoise occupancy.

Alternative 2 would be the same as Alternative 1 with the following exceptions:

The Bullion recipient site and the associated 3.8 miles (6.2 km) of fenceline would not be
established (because the population is not depleted as defined by USFWS), so there would be five
recipient sites and six control sites (Table 2.3-1 and Figure 2.3-1).

Cleghorn recipient site would be paired with two control sites: Bullion and Cleghorn
(Table 2.3-1).

The Bullion control site (Figure 2.3-2) would be located on the Combat Center in the Special Use
Area immediately north of Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area (instead of in the northwest portion
of the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area under Alternative 1). This site has good habitat quality
and is adjacent to the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area and is far from any human impacts. The
Bullion control site would be in a Category 1 restricted use Special Use Area and entirely within
the jurisdiction of the DON/Marine Corps for Alternative 2.

Density research would investigate the effects of post-translocation densities in recipient sites.
The proposed densities under Alternative 2 have changed compared to Alternative 1 and are
provided in Table 2.3-2. This density treatment provides replication of tortoise densities that may
support a more robust data analysis of the density treatment. However, this approach provides a
less continuous treatment of density. Post-translocation densities are set at 14.3 tortoises per
square mile (5.5 per km?) (Siberia and Broadwell), 21.3 tortoises per square mile (8.2 per km?)
(Lucerne-Ord and Rodman-Sunshine Peak North), and 27.0 tortoises per square mile (10.4 per
km?) (Cleghorn). These represent increases of between 8% and 112% over current densities, and
increases of between 34% and 164% over near-term projected densities. As indicated in Table
2.3-2, these post-translocation densities have been modified from those proposed under
Alternative 1 (see Table 2.2-3).
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Table 2.3-1. Recipient Sites and Paired Control Sites for Alternative 2

Closest Distance between Paired Control Distance between
Recipient Site Size Distance from Paired Size Recipient Site and Site 2 Size Recipient Site and
(acres) Impact Area | Control Site 1 | (acres) | Paired Control Site 1 (I Applicable) (acres) | Paired Control Site 2
(miles)? (miles)® PP (miles)®
Rodman-
Lucerne-Ord 37,619 104 Sunshine Peak | 13,563 114 Daggett 6,183 12
South
Rodman-Sunshine Rodman-
26,078 4.9 Sunshine Peak | 13,563 3.2 Daggett 6,183 23
Peak North South
Siberia® 13,399 16.7 Ludlow 3,054 2.9 NA NA NA
Broadwell 10,121 19.2 Calico 1,994 3.6 NA NA NA
Cleghorn 2321 05 Céegho"‘ 1,964 0.7 Bullion Control | 2,136 3.9
ontrol
Legend: NA = Not Applicable.

Notes:

! This is the distance from the nearest edge of the Release Area within the individual Recipient Sites to the nearest edge of the Control Site.

2 \alue represents the 62% of the 21,612 acres that has a habitat suitability index of 0.6 or greater, derived from Barrows et al. (2016).
% This is the distance from the nearest edge of the Release Area within the individual Recipient Sites to the nearest edge of the impact areas.
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Table 2.3-2. Recipient Sites Post-Translocation Densities for Alternative 2

Alternative 2 Initial Density Projected Density Plienzd Post-Trans_Iocatlon
Recipient Site (tortoises per km?) | (tortoises per km?)* NI o20 @1 barEly
Translocatees | (tortoises per km®)
Lucerne-Ord 5.2 4.0 447 8.2
Rodman-Sunshine Peak North 4.9 3.8 341 8.2
Siberia’ 2.6 2.1 155 5.5
Broadwell 5.1 4.1 18 5.5
Cleghorn 6.5 5.2 37 10.4

Legend: km? = square kilometers.
Notes: ! Based on draft USFWS translocation guidance (USFWS 2016a); assumes an 8.3% decrease per year for the Lucerne-
Ord and Rodman-Sunshine Peak recipient sites and a 7.1% decrease per year for remaining sites over 3 years.
%\alue represents the 62% of 21,612 acre site (13,399 acres) that has a habitat suitability index of 0.6 or greater,
derived from Barrows et al. (2016).
Recipient and control sites (see Figures 2.2-2 and 2.2-3), translocation methods, post-translocation
monitoring, and additional research under Alternative 2 would be the same as those described in
Alternative 1.

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Marine Corps would conduct translocation of desert tortoises at
recipient areas as identified in the 2011 GTP and the Land Acquisition BO. The 2011 GTP was
developed to provide for translocating tortoises from the training areas in the WEA and SEA to recipient
areas located within or adjacent to the Combat Center. The No-Action Alternative would include several
recipient and control areas and identifies translocation methods, post-translocation monitoring, and other
research that would provide important information on desert tortoise recovery methods. As outlined in
the 2011 GTP, the Combat Center has since conducted a 3-year program of surveys, literature review, and
consultation with resource agencies, resulting in the preparation of a desert tortoise translocation plan in
March 2016 (Alternative 1), which was further developed in June 2016 (Alternative 2) based on internal
USFWS development of draft revised translocation guidance (USFWS 2016a).

Alternatives 1 and 2 primarily differ from the No-Action Alternative in the selection of recipient and
control areas/sites and in the distribution of desert tortoises at each recipient area/site. Compared to the
No-Action Alternative, Alternatives 1 and 2 would also include additional research studies and reflect
updated information obtained from the 3-year program of surveys conducted since the 2012 Final EIS.

Alternative 2 differs from Alternative 1 in that one less recipient site would be used, the pairing of control
sites to one recipient site would be different, the Bullion control site would be located on the Combat
Center instead of within the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area, and translocation densities would be
different. It should be noted that the Siberia recipient site has undergone substantial, recent natural
disturbance from unusual flood events. This has created a mosaic of habitat intermixed with scoured
areas with little habitat value. This aspect of the Siberia recipient was considered when determining the
number of desert tortoises that would be translocated to the Siberia recipient site. Barrows et al. (2016)
found that the wash areas at the Siberia site were generally not high quality habitat. Therefore, in
consultation with USFWS, a habitat suitability index threshold of 0.6 (Barrows et al. 2016) was used as a
basis for excluding the scoured areas from available habitat calculations.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are being carried forward for analysis, along with the No-Action Alternative. A
comparison of these alternatives is provided in Table 2.4-1. The 2011 GTP and the March and June
desert tortoise translocation plans are provided in Appendix A.
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Table 2.4-1. Comparison of Alternatives

Component |

No-Action Alternative

| Alternative 1

Alternative 2

General Project
Features

Translocation

Translocation would occur as described in
Section 2.1.2.3.

transportation time and stress.

Similar to the No-Action Alternative, but with
(1) different recipient and control sites; (2)
different post-translocation densities; and (3)
use of transport by helicopter to reduce

Similar to Alternative 1, but with (1) a small
difference in recipient and control sites; and (2)
different post-translocation densities.

Fencing would be installed as described

Similar to the No-Action Alternative except (1)
fence locations would vary according to

Similar to Alternative 1 except no fence would

Fencing - . changes in recipient sites; and (2) permanent be installed at the southern edge of the Bullion
in Section 2.1.2.2. . . . e
three-strand perimeter fence in specific Training Area.
locations (see Section 2.2.2.2).
Subsequent

Clearance Surveys

Same for all alternatives.

Same for all alternatives.

Same for all alternatives.

Post-Translocation

Monitoring
) o Post-translocation monitoring is generally
Post-translocation monitoring would consistent with that described in the No-Action
Monitoring focus on monitoring survival, threats to Alternative with the following exception: Same as Alternative 1.

survival, habitat stability/changes, and
health and disease.

measures.

e Implement tortoise predator control

Other Research

Experimental
Translocation
Densities

Research would be implemented with
densities up to 22.5 tortoises per km?.

up to 13.2 tortoises per km?.

Research would be implemented with densities

Research would be implemented with densities
up to 10.5 tortoises per km?.

Grazing

Grazing occurs; research would not be
implemented.

Site.

Grazing occurs; research would be
implemented at the Lucerne-Ord Recipient

Same as Alternative 1.

Constrained

Research would be implemented in four
Dispersal to six small constrained dispersal pens.

Research would be implemented in a single,
larger site at the Cleghorn recipient site.

Same as Alternative 1.

Physical and Genetic

Not Considered.

Research would be implemented for all release

Same as Alternative 1.

Distance sites.
Vertical . .

. Research would be implemented on Research eliminated from further .
Transmission of . . . . - Same as Alternative 1.
Disease vertical transmission of disease. consideration.
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Table 2.4-1. Comparison of Alternatives (continued)

Component No-Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2
. . Research would be implemented at the .
Headstarting Not Considered. TRACRS hea dstgrt facility. Same as Alternative 1.
Land Use Overlap
(acres): Recipient®
Wilderness Areas 0 0 0
Wilderness Study 0 3,672 3,672
Areas
Mojave Trails
National Monument 0 31,699 31,699
Grazing Allotment 17,355 12,189 12,189
Land Use Overlap:
Control*?
Wilderness Areas 4 Control Areas 6,397 4,387
Wilderness Study
0 Control Areas 0 0
Areas
MOJ_ave Trails 0 Control Areas 3,301 3,054
National Monument
Grazing Allotment 2 Control Areas 9,485 9,485

Legend: km? = square kilometer; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; RTA = Range Training Area; SEA = Southern Expansion Area; TRACRS = Tortoise Research and Captive Rearing
Site; WEA = Western Expansion Area.

Notes: ! Includes Recipient or Control Areas for the No-Action Alternative and Recipient or Control Sites for Alternatives 1 and 2.
2 Control Area boundaries were not determined in the 2011 GTP, so acreage of overlap cannot be calculated. Overlap with specific land uses is reported in terms of the
number of control areas that intersect these land uses.
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2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

During the planning process for this SEIS, the Marine Corps considered and then eliminated from further
analysis the following potential action alternatives because they would not meet the purpose of and need
for the proposed action or were otherwise not reasonable. Reasonable alternatives would include those
that are practical or feasible from a technical Marine Corps training perspective and that are viable from
an economic standpoint. Alternatives eliminated from further analysis and the rationale for elimination
are described below.

25.1 No Training and No Translocation on Acquired Land

The Marine Corps considered an alternative for this SEIS that would not include military training on
acquired lands in the WEA and SEA, and would therefore not require any desert tortoise translocation. A
variation of this alternative (including no land acquisition or airspace establishment along with no MEB-
sized training exercises) was described and evaluated as the No-Action Alternative in the 2012 Final EIS.
The No-Action Alternative was not selected by the DON in the 2013 ROD, primarily because it would
not have fulfilled the Marine Corps’ requirement to provide sustained, combined-arms, live-fire, and
maneuver field training for MEB-sized MAGTFs (consisting of three battalion task forces and associated
command and support elements).

In December 2013, Congress passed and the President signed the FY 2014 NDAA (Public Law 113-66),
which withdrew approximately 150,928 acres (61,079 ha) of public land for military training use at the
Combat Center, including approximately 78,933 acres (31,943 ha) for exclusive military use in the WEA,
approximately 18,704 acres (7,569 ha) for exclusive military use in the SEA, and approximately 53,231
acres (21,541 ha) for shared use in the WEA (Subtitle C, Section 2941 of the NDAA). Specifically,
Congress identified the purposes for the two EMUAs as the following: (1) sustained, combined-arms,
live-fire, and maneuver field training for MEB-sized MAGTFs; (2) individual and unit live-fire training
ranges; (3) equipment and tactics development; and (4) other defense-related purposes that are consistent
with the above purposes and/or authorized under Section 2914 of the NDAA (changes of use of
withdrawn lands specified by the Secretary of the Navy for defense-related purposes). Given that the land
withdrawals have since been completed, and most of the additional private and State lands associated with
the 2012 Final EIS have been acquired, the further analyzing of the No Training/No Translocation
alternative in this SEIS would be contrary to the specific purpose for which the lands have been
withdrawn by an Act of Congress. Under such an alternative, since no military training activities would
occur on the withdrawn and acquired lands, there would be no need for, or implementation of, any
tortoise translocation because the tortoises and their habitat would not be affected from such training
activities.

Under a No Training/No Translocation alternative, the Marine Corps would not be able to fulfill key
requirements of National Security Strategy, National Military Strategy, and joint services doctrine calling
for capabilities across the full spectrum of operations. The resultant Marine Corps commitments and
training requirements developed in response to such strategic guidance would be similarly unfulfilled.
Section 1.3 of the 2012 Final EIS described these commitments and requirements in detail; the following
highlights key points:

e The National Security Strategy of 1995 announced a major shift in the national security
environment from specific Cold War-related threats to threats from a wide range of potential
adversary capabilities arising from a large variety of potential sources (The White House 1995).
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National Military Strategy and joint services doctrine responded by embracing the concept of
full-spectrum capabilities, a concept that served to broaden the definition of the range of military-
operations requirements. This broadened definition in turn required a respective increase in
military capabilities.

To set the conceptual framework to provide for these capabilities, service-level strategic guidance
was revised. The Marine Corps published its revised strategic guidance in Marine Corps Strategy
21 in 2000 (DON 2000). This strategy identifies the MEB as the “premier response force for
smaller-scale contingencies...” The role of MEBs was changed and elevated to such a degree
that a full review of what MEBs should train for and how they should train was undertaken
(MAGTF Training Command 2008).

In addition to the above, the employment of MEBs in an ad hoc manner at the outset of the
Afghanistan and Iraq wars, along with a determination that MEBs would be the primary
contingency response force (DON 2000), made it apparent that the MEB-sized MAGTF must be
capable of a wider range of operations and must be more expeditionary and ready than in the past.

Along with “Building Block” training events designed to prepare individuals and subordinate
units for deployment, a comprehensive field training exercise would be necessary to integrate all
units, build cohesiveness, exercise a wider range of capabilities, and provide the increased
readiness that was now required of a MEB (Center for Naval Analyses 2004a).

A Report to Congress in February 2004 (Office of the Secretary of Defense 2004) noted that
“Marine Corps Strategy 21 and Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare describe and define the Marine
Corps’ mission to provide combatant commanders with scalable, interoperable, combined arms
MAGTFs that can quickly deploy and operate in an expeditionary environment across the
spectrum of conflict.” It also noted that “the MEB is the Marine Corps’ primary contingency
response force and is the smallest MAGTF capable of forcible entry operations.” More
significantly, it noted that “the Marine Corps does not have a range capable of supporting MEB-
sized fire and maneuver combined-arms exercises.”

The 2004 Report to Congress indicated that the Marine Corps’ existing training bases, facilities,
ranges, and live-fire ground and air maneuver areas were inadequate to support MEB-sized
training requirements. The largest training site in the Marine Corps inventory, the Combat Center
at Twentynine Palms, could effectively accommodate (before FY 2014 NDAA land withdrawal)
sustained combined-arms, live-fire, and maneuver training for only two battalions. To complicate
this deficiency, new weapons systems have expanded the joint battle space by: (1) increasing
target engagement distances, (2) improving speed and mobility of forces, and (3) enhancing the
Marine Corps’ overall ability to shape the battle space. These improved systems must be
incorporated into MEB-sized MAGTF training exercises and in a manner that maximizes their
capabilities (MAGTF Training Command 2008).

As summarized in the 2012 Final EIS, MEBs must be capable of performing a variety of missions
throughout the spectrum of conflict because they can be expected to encounter complex situations
containing asymmetric threats, nonlinear battlefields, and unclear delineation between combatants and
non-combatants. To overcome these challenges and operate effectively, MEBs must be able to conduct
maneuver-intensive operations over extended distances, supported by closely coordinated precision fires,
aviation-delivered ordnance, and sustained, focused logistical support. Large-scale MAGTF training
currently relies on classroom instruction, command post exercises, and simulation to accomplish staff
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training requirements. These methods offer limited practical experience and cannot provide realistic
training opportunities that enhance the capability to rapidly and effectively integrate all elements of the
large-scale MAGTF into a single cohesive force. The task of successfully integrating all elements of a
MEB to produce an effective, joint interoperable war-fighting organization can most effectively be
accomplished through realistic training that replicates operating conditions these units are likely to
encounter. Furthermore, the experiences in every major armed conflict in which the U.S. has been
involved since World War Il clearly illustrate why realistic training is critical for keeping pace with
weapons and combat evolution and in achieving success in all phases of warfare. Realistic training is
critical to the planning, design, and engineering of weapons systems and tactics for combat. The extent to
which deficiencies in equipment or tactics can be discovered, and skills developed, in realistic training
rather than battle pays great dividends in terms of lives saved and combat effectiveness. These
advantages of realistic training and mission preparedness would not be realized under the No Training/No
Translocation alternative, and the traditional Marine Corps doctrine to “train as we fight” would not be
maintained.

The Combat Center would continue to support other ongoing Combined Arms Exercise programs and
training for at most two battalions (as well as smaller units and individual Marines), but the Marine Corps
would be unable to adequately train MEB-sized MAGTFs, resulting in unacceptable deficiencies in
mission readiness and capabilities at the MEB level. A MEB-sized MAGTF training environment has
both operational and tactical requirements to fully support sustained, combined-arms, live-fire, and
maneuver training. In addition, operational responsibilities that allow the Marine Corps to manage
multiple battles over large space and time are required. However, under the No Training/No
Translocation alternative, these requirements would not be met. Furthermore, tactical MEB training area
considerations associated with the training audience and the tactical functions required of the training
environment would not be supported. At present, the geography at the Combat Center channelizes
individual battalions and separates multiple battalion movement and maneuver. Additionally, battalions
must reposition after 12 to 24 hours of training due to the limited length of corridors. Implementation of
the No Training/No Translocation alternative would not support realistic full-unit ground maneuver and
fires training for the required three battalion MEB-sized MAGTF, and would not allow the Marine Corps
to effectively improve the capabilities and readiness of its MEBs to defend the interests of the U.S. and its
allies in the 21st century.

In addition to the above considerations, the No Training/No Translocation alternative would not meet the
purpose of and need for the proposed action in this SEIS, which is to study alternative translocation plans
in support of the project described in the 2012 Final EIS, selected in the 2013 ROD, and authorized by the
NDAA. The new information and conditions that led to the DON’s decision to prepare this SEIS (see
Section 1.1) are associated solely with the consideration and implementation of one of the alternative
tortoise translocation plans developed to protect the local tortoise population from training impacts, as
required by the 2012 BO.

The implementation of MEB-sized training and other required training activities on acquired lands at the
expanded Combat Center is not reevaluated in this SEIS because it was already evaluated and decided
upon in the 2012 Final EIS, the 2013 ROD, and the Congressional action taken in the FY 2014 NDAA,;
because such training is essential to national security and military preparedness, and because such training
cannot be feasibly accomplished in any other location. Based on all of the considerations described
above, an alternative involving no training and no translocation on acquired lands is eliminated from
further consideration in this SEIS.
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25.2 Training on Acquired Lands but without Translocation

The Marine Corps considered an alternative for this SEIS that would involve training on acquired lands
without translocating desert tortoises out of the medium- and high-intensity MEB operating areas in the
WEA and SEA. Based on clearance surveys conducted in 2014 and 2015, an estimated 998 adult
tortoises and 497 juveniles are located within these areas (MCAGCC 2016b, c) and would be initially
impacted if tortoise translocation were not implemented. Figure 2.5-1 shows desert tortoise densities
within the medium- and high-intensity MEB operating areas. Furthermore, over time desert tortoises
from outside these areas would potentially move into the medium- and high-intensity MEB operating
areas from adjacent lands. Over the 30-year term of the project, it is estimated that a total of
approximately 1,105 adult tortoises and 2,100 juveniles would be potentially affected by the training
activities (DON 2011). This represents 34% of the adult tortoises and 23% of the juveniles that are
estimated to inhabit the entire WEA and SEA (DON 2011).

As described in the 2012 Final EIS, wheeled and tracked vehicles would potentially crush tortoises during
vehicle convoys and in staging and assembly areas. Tortoises could also be crushed or buried as a result
of temporary construction, excavation and earth-moving activities, temporary bivouacs, helicopter
landings, ordnance employment, and the movement of Marines on foot. The 2012 Land Acquisition BO
found that these military training activities would not be compatible with the continued existence of
tortoises in the medium- and high-intensity MEB operating areas in the expansion areas (USFWS 2012).
Desert tortoises have experienced long-term and severe declines throughout their geographic range in the
past two decades (MCAGCC 2016b, c). As such, further long-term losses of over 1,000 breeding age
tortoises and 2,000 smaller tortoises would further compromise species recovery. For this reason, the
USFWS required, and the Marine Corps agreed, that tortoises should be translocated to prevent such
losses (USFWS 2012). The 2012 Land Acquisition BO also required that clearance surveys and
translocation efforts continue to be implemented over time to periodically translocate any additional
desert tortoises found in medium- and high-intensity impact areas to prevent injury and/or mortality to
these tortoises from future training activities. This additional requirement would apply until such time
that fewer than three desert tortoises are found in any square-kilometer grid.

An alternative involving training without translocation would result in a loss of tortoises and tortoise
habitat that is not compatible with recovery of this threatened species (DON 2011) and would not satisfy
the measures outlined in the 2012 Land Acquisition BO or the 2013 ROD. That is, because injury or
mortality to an estimated 998 adult tortoises and 497 juveniles (near-term) due to anticipated training
would substantially exceed the take limit of 20 individuals per calendar year authorized in the 2012 Land
Acquisition BO. Furthermore, desert tortoise translocation is considered a reasonable and prudent
measure to reduce impacts to the desert tortoise, and by not performing translocation, the USFWS may
conclude that training on acquired lands is reasonably expected to diminish desert tortoise numbers,
reproduction, or distribution so that the likelihood of survival and recovery in the wild is appreciably
reduced (i.e., a “jeopardy” opinion). Because such impacts would be unacceptable, a jeopardy opinion
would require the Marine Corps to essentially abandon current plans to train on newly acquired land,
disrupt training, and impact readiness. Translocation is necessary to maintain tortoise abundance and
genetic integrity to support the continued existence of this population. Based on all of the considerations
described above, an alternative involving training on acquired lands without translocation is eliminated
from further consideration in this SEIS.
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2.6 SPECIAL CONSERVATION MEASURES

Mitigation is an important mechanism federal agencies can use to minimize the potential adverse
environmental impacts associated with their actions.  Agencies can use mitigation to reduce
environmental impacts in several ways. As defined in 40 CFR § 1508.20, mitigation includes:

e Avoiding an impact by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
e Minimizing an impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation;
e Rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

e Reducing or eliminating an impact over time, through preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action; and

e Compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

Many federal agencies rely on mitigation to reduce adverse environmental impacts as part of the planning
process for a project, incorporating mitigation as integral components of a proposed project design before
making a determination about the significance of the project’s environmental impacts. Such mitigation
can lead to an environmentally preferred outcome and in some cases reduce the projected impacts of
agency actions to below a threshold of significance. Such measures are often incorporated into the
proposed action, as part of the planning process, such as agency standardized best management practices
(BMPs) (e.g., to prevent storm water runoff or fugitive dust emissions at a construction site). For the
purposes of this SEIS, such measures are referred to as SCMs. The SCMs would be included in the
project design and, as an integral component of the proposed action, would be implemented with the
proposed action. The CEQ regulations also require inclusion of mitigation measures, which are not
already included as part of the proposed action. Such mitigation is distinct from SCMs as they represent
additional measures, beyond the proposed action, that are being considered for further reducing, avoiding,
and/or compensating for adverse effects outlined in this EIS. SCMs and mitigation measures are
summarized below.

The SCMs presented in this section would be included in the proposed action to avoid or minimize
potential impacts.

2.6.1 General Measures

1. A contract requirement would be to include BMPs to minimize potential impacts to surface water
from construction activities (such as the use of hay bales or other barriers around excavation areas
to trap sediment and prevent mobilization by surface water runoff; covering piles of excavated
soil before the soil is backfilled into the trenches; proper procedures for contractors’ laydown
areas and equipment to prevent accidental fuel releases, etc.). NREA personnel at the Combat
Center would be required to inspect the construction sites and ensure that the contractor is
complying with the BMPs.

2. All petroleum, oil, lubricants, and hazardous wastes/hazardous materials associated with the
construction and inspection phases of the project would be used, stored, managed, and disposed
of in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations and the Marine Corps
Order P5090.2A (Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual [DON 2013]).

3. Another contract requirement would be the preparation of a project-specific Health and Safety
Plan according to all federal, state, local and Marine Corps regulations and requirements. The
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Health and Safety Plan would identify potential safety hazards associated with the construction
and inspection phases of the alternatives, and measures for preventing and minimizing them. The
Health and Safety Plan would address such issues as safe heavy equipment operation and fueling;
properly signing/flagging work areas; traffic control; backfilling all trenches at the end of the
workday; securing equipment left onsite; slips, trips and falls; overhead hazards; and potential
biological hazardous such as ticks, scorpions, and venomous snakes.

4. NREA and its contractors would be required to contact the MCAGCC Public Works Officer to
locate all on-base underground utilities within the proposed fence alignment, and Underground
Service Alert of Southern California (DigAlert) for the locations of all long-distance, commercial
underground utility corridors while the project is in the design stage. The fenceline would be
routed to avoid intersecting underground utilities in the project areas. If the fence alignment must
cross over an underground utility, such as an underground natural gas transmission pipeline, the
following procedures would be implemented to prevent contact with and damage to the
underground utility:

4.1 Utility company representatives would meet at the site with design/engineering staff.
The utility company personnel would flag or otherwise mark at the surface the width of
the underground utility corridor where the fenceline would cross. GIS coordinates would
be recorded for width of the underground utility at each the location where the fenceline
would cross the utility.

4.2 Project staff would design that segment of the fenceline such that the t-posts would be
placed with a 2 ft (0.6 m) buffer on either side of the utility corridor.

4.3 Project engineers/designers and utility company personnel would be on-site when t-posts
are installed to provide direction to t-post installers to ensure that the utility line is
avoided. GIS coordinates would be recorded for each t-post installed at either side of a
utility corridor.

4.4 Where the fence must cross an underground over an underground utility corridor, no
trench would be excavated. Instead, the fence materials would be bent at a 90 degree
angle to produce a lower section approximately 14 inches (35 cm) wide that would be
placed parallel to, and in direct contact with, the ground surface (USFWS 2009). The
remaining 22 inch (55 cm) wide upper section would be placed vertically against the t-
posts, perpendicular to the ground and attached to the t-posts.  The lower section in
contact with the ground would be placed level with the ground surface and face inward
toward the exclusion area (i.e., face toward the direction inside which the tortoises are
meant to stay). The fence material on the ground surface would be buried with soil and
rocks (rocks approximately 2 to 4 inches [5 to 10 cm] in diameter; larger rocks may be
used where soil is shallow) to a depth of up to 4 inches (5 cm). A minimum of 18 inches
(76 cm) of height space would be left between the rock surface and the top of the
tortoise-proof fence (USFWS 2009). During the inspection phase, in the event that a t-
post is found to be displaced, the GIS coordinates from the original installation would be
used to ensure that the replacement is installed a safe distance from the underground
utility.

5. The translocation plan anticipates that some recipient sites would be on lands managed by BLM.
The following Stipulations would be employed on lands administered by BLM.
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51 The Marine Corps would survey proposed helicopter landing sites for desert tortoises
before use. All landing sites would be placed at least 100 ft (30 m) from any existing
desert tortoise or burrow. Desert tortoises that enter an established landing site would be
moved at least 100 ft (30 m) from activity within that site by an Authorized Biologist.

5.2 The Marine Corps would protect all survey monuments found within the right-of-way.

5.3 All vehicular traffic would be limited to routes that have been designated “open” (signed)
by BLM. New access roads or cross-country vehicle travel would not be permitted. Use
of any routes not designated “open” (signed) would not be utilized.

54 Before any helicopter landings, the Marine Corps would develop, and BLM would
approve, an Aviation Safety Management Plan that would specifically address how
potential conflicts between helicopter use and other area users would be resolved.

55 Before any helicopter landings, the Marine Corps would develop, and BLM would
approve, a Spill Prevention Plan to address contingencies should a fuel spill occur.
Fueling on public lands would not be authorized.

2.6.2 Biological Resources

Three SCMs are proposed as part of the project to offset impacts to desert tortoises and desert tortoise
habitat. These measures have been developed by the NREA Division at the Combat Center in
consultation with the USFWS and are described in detail below.

6. An Authorized Biologist would be present during all fence installation activities to ensure that
placement of the fence would adaptively avoid protected and special status biological resources
(e.g., flora and fauna species) and long-lived woody vegetation.

7. Regular fence inspections (as described in Section 2.1.2.2, Fencing) would include monitoring
and removal of any soil and plant debris that might collect at the fence.

8. Ininstances where desert tortoise eggs are translocated, nests would be protected with open-mesh
fencing that permits hatchlings to escape but prevents predation by dogs/coyotes that might be
attracted by human scent to the new nests. Alternatively, smaller mesh fencing or other
techniques may be used to prevent ground squirrel predation on nests. Open-mesh fencing or
avian netting also would be installed on the roof of the nest enclosure to prevent predator entry.
Nests covered in material that would not allow hatchlings to exit would require monitoring from a
30 ft (9 m) distance for hatching activity. If possible, and following the Desert Tortoise Field
Manual (USFWS 2009), hatchlings would be weighed, measured, photographed, described, and
marked.

In addition, numerous standard or currently implemented SCMs would continue to be implemented.
These are described in the 2012 Final EIS; the following discussion focuses on SCMS that are relevant to
the proposed action that are not already incorporated into Sections 2.1, 2.2, or 2.3.

9. Upon issuance of the BO for the proposed project, the Combat Center would amend its Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) to incorporate the conditions for use associated
with the new training areas and new/modified airspace.

10. The following measures from the 2002 Basewide BO (USFWS 2002), the 2012 Land Acquisition
BO (USFWS 2012), the 2012 INRMP (MCAGCC 2012), and the current Combat Center Order
5090.4F (MAGTF Training Command 2011a), would be implemented:
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10.1

10.2

10.3

The Marine Corps will ensure that personnel inspect beneath and around all parked
vehicles, located in desert tortoise habitat, prior to moving the vehicle. If a desert tortoise
is located beneath a vehicle and is not in immediate danger or impeding training, the
Marines will allow the tortoise to move on its own or they will contact Range Control for
instructions. Only appropriately briefed Marines, with direct radio or telephone
communication with and authorization from Range Control, will move desert tortoises.
In these instances, the Marine Corps will move desert tortoises only the minimum
distance to ensure their safety.

During construction in areas that are not fenced with desert tortoise exclusion fencing, an
Authorized Biologist will check open trenches at least two times a day, in the morning
and evening, throughout the duration of construction. If midday temperatures are likely to
be above 95 degrees Fahrenheit, one of these checks will occur one hour prior to the
forecasted high temperature. The Marine Corps will leave open excavations only if they
are temporarily fenced or covered to exclude desert tortoises. The Marine Corps will
inspect all excavations for desert tortoises prior to filling.

If maintenance or construction occurs during a time of year when desert tortoises are
active, the Authorized Biologist would ensure that clearance surveys have been
conducted in all work areas within appropriate habitat immediately before the onset of
work; that is, the clearance surveys would be timed to reduce, to the extent possible, the
likelihood that a desert tortoise could move into a work area between the time the site is
surveyed and the onset of work. The NREA staff would determine whether desert
tortoises are likely to be active with consideration of the time of year and the weather
conditions at the time and place where work is to be conducted. If desert tortoises are
unlikely to be active, the clearance surveys may be conducted within 48 hours before
ground disturbance. When desert tortoise burrows are found, they would be checked for
desert tortoises; when desert tortoises are found, the burrows would be flagged. All
unoccupied burrows would be flagged in a different manner than the occupied burrows.
During the construction period, an Authorized Biologist would re-check the burrows and
remove any desert tortoises that would be in danger by the mission-related construction
activity.

Reporting Procedures (Adapted from the 2012 Land Acquisition BO and the 2002 BO)

104

10.5

The NREA office would maintain a record of all observations of desert tortoises
encountered at the Combat Center. The information gathered would include the date and
time of observation; whether the desert tortoise was handled and whether it voided its
bladder; general health of the desert tortoise; and, if it was moved, the locations from and
to which the desert tortoise was moved.

The Marine Corps would provide a written report to the USFWS by January 31 of each
year, to document the numbers and locations of desert tortoises injured, killed, and
handled; discuss the effectiveness of the Marine Corps’ protective measures; and
recommend other measures that allow for better protection of the desert tortoise or more
workable implementation. The report would also include detailed information on the
construction and maintenance projects that NREA personnel reviewed in the previous
year; these projects include any actions that NREA staff determines are not likely to
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10.6

adversely affect the desert tortoise and those that are likely to adversely affect the desert
tortoise and that are conducted under the auspices of a BO.

If the Marine Corps is required to prepare any additional written reports as a result of
biological opinions for activities it conducts at the Combat Center, the information from
these reports may be included in this annual report.

Disposition of Dead or Injured Desert Tortoises (Adapted from the 2012 Land Acquisition BO and the

2002 BO)
10.7

10.8

10.9

10.10

Upon locating dead or injured desert tortoises, initial notification within 3 days of their
finding would be made in writing to the Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office by
telephone (760-322-2070) or electronic mail. The report would include the date, time,
and location of the carcass, a photograph (if possible), cause of death, if known, and any
other pertinent information.

Care would be taken in handling injured animals to ensure effective treatment. Injured
animals would be transported to a qualified veterinarian or a rehabilitator licensed by the
State of California. Should any treated desert tortoises survive, the USFWS would be
contacted regarding the final disposition of the animals.

The USFWS may advise the Marine Corps to provide the dead specimens to a laboratory
for analysis. The carcass of the deceased tortoise must be kept so the biological material
remains intact. When possible, the carcass should be kept on ice or refrigerated (not
frozen) until the USFWS has provided information on the appropriate means for
disposition.

If such institutions are not available or the shell has been damaged, the information noted
in the Reporting Requirements section of the 2002 BO would be obtained and the
carcasses left in place. Arrangements regarding the proper disposition of potential
museum specimens would be made with the institution by the Marine Corps before
implementation of the action.

Desert Tortoise Conservation Efforts (Adapted from 2012 Integrated Natural Resources Management

Plan
10.11
10.12
10.13
10.14
10.15
10.16

10.17
10.18
10.19

Manage TRACRS to protect nests and hatchling tortoises from predation.

Monitor tortoise growth and population changes over time to determine facility success.
Continue non-native predator management.

Minimize MSR and road proliferation.

Continue tortoise awareness program.

Cooperate with other agencies and academic institutions on research conducted on the
cause, transmission, testing, and treatment of Upper Respiratory Tract Disease.

Evaluate desert tortoise habitat condition and health.
Identify areas of desert tortoise habitat at risk for negative impacts.

Continue long-term tortoise density and trend-monitoring program using USFWS-
approved protocols.
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10.20
10.21
10.22
10.23

10.24

10.25
10.26

Maintain established study plots.
Monitor long-term study plots on a 2- to 4-year rotation.
Restore disturbed washes to allow for proper functioning.

Maintain and delineate road access to sites to discourage units from making alternate
routes.

Identify areas where road upgrades or relocations can benefit both military travel and
natural resources conservation. Design projects to enhance these roads, encourage their
use, and avoid significant impacts to the desert tortoise, including proper drainage work
on shoulders and adequate dry wash crossings.

Restore and rehabilitate Training Lands when economically feasible.

Prevent damage to naturally and culturally sensitive areas by making personnel aware
that they are entering sensitive areas.

Desert Tortoise Conservation Measures from the Combat Center Order 5090.4F (Adapted from MAGTF

Training Command 2011a)

10.27

10.28

10.29
10.30

10.31
10.32

10.33

The possession of otherwise legal captive desert tortoises aboard the Combat Center,
including base housing, is prohibited. Under no circumstances are legal captive or wild
tortoises from off-base to be released into the Combat Center’s population.

The feeding of wildlife on the Combat Center is prohibited. Unauthorized feeding of
desert wildlife creates an imbalance in the food chain and reduces the animals’ natural
fear of humans, which places humans, wildlife, and domestic pets at risk.

The introduction of any exotic plant life is prohibited on the Combat Center.

The release of exotic wildlife, domesticated pets, aquatic species, and those vertebrate
and invertebrate species not native to the area is strictly prohibited.

Open fires and the harvesting or cutting of any native vegetation are prohibited.

The “Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area,” located to the south of the Cleghorn Pass,
Bullion, and America Mine Training Areas, is managed by the BLM. Accessing or
departing the southeastern ranges through this area by vehicle is strictly prohibited. No
vehicle entry is allowed in this protected area. There is no authorized access to the
Cleghorn Pass, Bullion, or America Mine Training Ranges from a southerly direction.

The “Ord-Rodman Critical Habitat” for desert tortoise and two associated wilderness
areas are adjacent to the Sunshine Peak Training Area. No vehicle entry is allowed in
these protected areas.

2.6.3 Land Use

The following BLM measures would be implemented as part of the proposed action.

11. A BLM Minimum Requirements Analysis would be performed whenever project activities would
occur in designated wilderness areas.

12. During post-translocation monitoring and related activities, Authorized Biologists would identify
vehicle staging areas outside designated wilderness areas (using a Global Positioning System to
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13.

14.

2.6.4

ensure awareness of wilderness area boundaries), would enter wilderness areas only on foot, and
would vary their ingress/egress routes to control areas and sites so as to avoid leaving evidence of
a trail or path into designated wilderness areas.

Installation of fencing along (but outside of) boundaries of wilderness areas would, to the
maximum extent practicable, make use of colored fence posts that blend in with surrounding
terrain and thereby minimize visual impact from within the designated areas.

The Marine Corps will not install remote tracking devices (e.g., transmitters) on desert tortoises
in wilderness areas or wilderness study areas.

Air Quality

Where applicable during project construction, the Combat Center would implement the following:

15.

16.

2.6.5

Use water trucks to keep construction areas and commercial helicopter landing sites during
translocation damp enough to minimize the generation of fugitive dust.

Minimize the amount of disturbed ground area at any given time.

Cultural Resources

For areas on the Combat Center:

17.

18.

19.

20.

The Marine Corps would provide an archaeological monitor to be present for all sign and post
emplacement as well as for all trenching for desert tortoise exclusion fencing and the permanent
maintenance road. The monitor would ensure that no signs, posts, trenches, or roads would be
placed in a manner that would disturb any archaeological site or features.

Any new archaeological sites would be recorded and entered into both the NREA’s and the
State’s databases.

Construction material laydown areas (located on the new maintenance road) would be restricted
to the defined Area of Potential Effects (APE) and placement would be monitored by
archaeological monitors to ensure that no cultural resources are disturbed.

Site CA-SBR-12950 would be flagged and it would be monitored by a NREA-approved
archaeologist to ensure that it is not inadvertently disturbed or affected.

For areas on BLM-managed lands:

21.

22.

The Marine Corps would survey proposed helicopter landing sites for cultural resources before
use. All landing sites would be placed at least 100 ft (30 m) from any cultural resources.

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains:

22.1  Upon discovery of human remains, all work within a minimum of 200 ft (61 m) of the
remains must cease immediately, nothing disturbed, and the area is to be secured. The
County Coroner’s Office of the county where the remains were located must be called.
The Coroner has two working days to examine the remains after notification. The
appropriate land manager/owner or the site shall also be called and informed of the
discovery.

22.2  Federal land managers/federal law enforcement/federal archaeologists are to be informed
as well because of complementary jurisdiction issues. It is very important that the
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22.3

suspected remains and the area around them remain undisturbed and the proper
authorities called to the scene as soon as possible as it could be a crime scene.

The Coroner would determine if the bones are historic/archaeological or a modern legal
case.

23. Modern Remains:

23.1

If the Coroner’s Office determines the remains are of modern origin, the appropriate law
enforcement officials will be called by the Coroner and conduct the required procedures.
Work will not resume until law enforcement has released the area.

24. Archaeological Remains:

241

If the Coroner determines the remains are archaeological or historic and there is no legal
guestion, the appropriate Field Office Archaeologist must be called. The archaeologist
will initiate the proper procedures under the Archaeological Resources Protection Act
and/or Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). If the
remains can be determined to be Native American, the steps as outlined in NAGPRA, 43
CFR 10.4, Inadvertent Discoveries, must be followed.
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CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This chapter describes the existing environmental conditions in the proposed project area. Information in
this chapter establishes a baseline to which the proposed action and alternatives are compared in
Chapter 4 to identify and evaluate potential environmental consequences.

In compliance with NEPA, CEQ regulations, DON and Marine Corps procedures for implementing
NEPA, the description of the affected environment focuses only on those resources potentially subject
to impacts. In addition, the level of analysis should be commensurate with the anticipated level of
impact.  Applying these guidelines to this SEIS, the discussion of the affected environment and
associated environmental analysis presented herein focuses on: biological resources, land use, air
quality, and cultural resources.

Several additional resources that were appropriately analyzed and described in the 2012 Final EIS were
not carried forward for detailed analysis in this SEIS because the proposed desert tortoise translocation
activities would have negligible or no effects on such resources, as described below.

Recreation. Impacts to recreation are typically addressed as a component of Land Use, but were given
focused attention in the organization of the 2012 Final EIS because of the proposed acquisition of land in
the Johnson Valley OHV Area. In this SEIS, the proposed translocation of tortoises, installation of
fencing, and post-translocation monitoring in and around specific recipient sites would not appreciably
affect recreation except potentially in one site-specific instance under the No-Action Alternative.
Accordingly, for purposes of this SEIS, potential impacts associated with recreational uses, including
OHV activities, are discussed in Sections 3.2 and 4.2, Land Use, instead of a stand-alone Recreation
section.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice. The proposed action to translocate desert tortoises would
not involve or stimulate any direct or indirect changes in the number or composition of assigned
personnel at the Combat Center or local/regional BLM offices; therefore, no changes in population,
housing, public schools and healthcare facilities, emergency (e.g., fire and police) services, or the
provision of potable water, wastewater treatment, power, and communications are anticipated. The
proposed action would generate a short-term marginal increase in demand for construction crews and
commercial helicopter flights during fence installation and translocation of the tortoises, respectively.
This small, short-term increase in demand for such services would be beneficial to local businesses, but is
not expected to stimulate long-term changes in overall employment or a change in local population or
other socioeconomic metrics. Populations that are subject to environmental justice considerations (i.e.,
low-income and minority populations), as well as children and the elderly, are not located within or near
the project area. Based on these considerations, socioeconomics and environmental justice are not
discussed further in this SEIS.

Public Health and Safety. None of the proposed translocation areas have been nor would be used for
military training, so there is no expectation that project workers could encounter unexploded ordnance
during construction or inspection (MCAGCC 2016c).

As described in Section 2.2.2.3, Translocation, helicopters carrying tortoises for translocation would land
within Main Supply Routes (MSRs) or other existing roads/routes and preferably within intersections of
roads. Monitors would be located on the roads at safe distances on either side of the helicopter landing
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area, to prevent OHVs or unauthorized Combat Center personnel from approaching the helicopter landing
area during translocation operations. Helicopter use for translocation would be minimal and temporary,
occurring over a 10- to 12-day period with an anticipated 40 to 50 total helicopter trips (4 trips per day).
This would represent a small increase on BLM lands; however, given implementation of the Aviation
Safety Management Plan, the impact to public safety would be less than significant. On Combat Center
lands, the increase in air traffic would be negligible relative to the approximately 59,000 annual aircraft
sorties conducted at the Combat Center. All flight safety and air traffic control requirements and
procedures would be followed.

As described in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, a project-specific Health and Safety Plan
would be prepared for the proposed action. The Health and Safety Plan would prevent or minimize safety
hazards to project workers and the general public during the fence construction phase. All utilities in the
areas subject to construction of fences would be located during pre-project planning, and the fenceline
would be routed to avoid intersecting underground utilities, if possible. If a fence must cross over an
underground utility, t-posts would be installed on either side of the utility corridor to ensure that
placement of t-posts would not contact underground utilities, and the fence would be laid on the ground
surface and secured with rocks, as described in Chapter 2.6, Special Conservation Measures. Thus, no
public health and safety impacts are anticipated with respect to underground utilities during the
construction phase. The monitoring activities would not involve surface disturbance, so there would be
no potential public health and safety issues related to underground utilities associated with monitoring.

Compliance with the BMPs described in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, would
prevent/minimize potential releases of and exposure to hazardous materials and wastes associated with
the proposed project. Petroleum, oils, and lubricants would comprise the majority of hazardous materials
associated with the alternatives; these would be consumed in use. Hazardous wastes (such as used engine
oil) are expected to be minimal. Any hazardous materials and wastes associated with the project would
be properly stored, labeled, handled, and disposed of according to all applicable federal, state, local, and
Marine Corps regulations and requirements. Therefore, no impacts with respect to hazardous materials
and wastes are expected.

Based on the considerations above, public health and safety is not discussed further in this SEIS.

Visual Resources. The desert tortoise exclusion fencing and signs that would be installed would be
visually consistent with other rangeland-type fencing and signs already in place on BLM lands and
designated wilderness areas. The fence design ensures that visibility of the fence would decline rapidly
with increasing distance, and no communities or residences are located within visual range of the
proposed fence locations. Visual resource impacts would be negligible and applicable only to small,
isolated areas in the vicinity of each fence. Based on these considerations, this resource is not discussed
in detail in this SEIS; however, because visual impacts are of particular concern relative to preserving and
maintaining the unique characteristics of wilderness areas, indirect visual impacts to wilderness areas are
considered in the discussion of wilderness areas in the Land Use sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of this
SEIS.

Transportation and Circulation. The desert tortoise exclusion fencing would not cross or block any
transportation routes and therefore would not impede transportation or circulation. There would be no
changes to traffic on or off the Combat Center or BLM lands as a result of the proposed action. Use of
commercial helicopters to transport some of the desert tortoises to specific recipient sites would
temporarily halt traffic on designated roadways used as landing sites. However, traffic disruption would
be minimal and temporary, occurring over a 10- to 12-day period with an anticipated 40 to 50 total
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helicopter trips (4 trips per day), with landing sites located on unimproved roads that are not heavily
travelled. Therefore, less than significant, temporary impacts to transportation and circulation are
anticipated, and this resource was eliminated from further analysis.

Airspace Management. Under the proposed action, there would be no changes to airspace management
or airspace operations. Commercial helicopter use for translocation would be minimal and temporary,
occurring over a 10- to 12-day period with an anticipated 40 to 50 total trips (4 trips per day). This would
be negligible compared to the approximately 59,000 annual aircraft sorties at the Combat Center. As
described in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, the Marine Corps would develop and BLM
would need to approve an Aviation Safety Management Plan to address and resolve potential conflicts
between helicopter flights for translocation and other airspace use. Therefore, airspace management was
eliminated from further analysis.

Noise. Implementation of the proposed action would produce no changes in the number or types of
military operations or OHV activities in the project area, which are the two most prominent contributors
to noise in the area. Small and temporary increases in vehicle noise would occur during the installation of
the tortoise fencing, as well as from wvehicles used over time during tortoise monitoring. Use of
commercial helicopters to transport some of the desert tortoises to specific recipient sites would also
marginally and temporarily increase baseline noise levels along the routes of travel during the 10- to 12-
day period in which helicopters would be used for translocation. However, no noise-sensitive receptors
are present in the affected areas and individual point sources of noise from light trucks and helicopter
flights would not be focused in any single area at the same time. The noise environment would return to
baseline levels immediately following each vehicle or helicopter trip. In consideration of the above, the
noise environment is not analyzed further in this SEIS.

Geological Resources. As described in Section 2.2.2.2, tortoise exclusion fences would be installed into
trenches approximately 4 to 6 inches (10 to 15 cm) wide and 12 inches (30 cm) deep, for the length of
each section of fence. It is anticipated that a 16 ft (5 m) wide area along the length of the fence would be
used for a maintenance road and construction material laydown, resulting in surface disturbance (on
Combat Center land only). Vehicles would use this new maintenance road to transport the fence
materials to the site. The fenceline would cross washes in some places and would be reinforced in these
areas to minimize erosion, or built to break away in floods to be followed by quick repair. Fencing would
be inspected and repaired as described in Section 2.1.2.2.

As described in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, all vehicular traffic associated with the
tortoise translocation on BLM lands would be limited to routes that have been designated “open” (signed)
by BLM. New access roads or cross-county vehicle travel would not be permitted, so there would be no
additional ground surface disturbance associated with vehicles traveling to the translocation sites on BLM
lands for fenceline construction or tortoise monitoring purposes.

In summary, excavation and surface disturbance associated with the proposed action would be minimal.
The project includes measures to minimize erosion and prevent vehicle except on existing roads (except
where new maintenance roads would be established along fencelines). No topographic features would be
modified or otherwise altered. Therefore, negligible impacts to geological resources are anticipated, and
this resource is not discussed further in the SEIS.

Water Resources. As described above under geological resources, the fenceline would be reinforced to
minimize erosion where it crosses washes. Groundwater within the project area generally is found at
depths of hundreds of feet below the ground surface, except at some playa lakes where it can be found a
few feet below the surface (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 2003; Li and Martin 2008). However, the
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proposed fencelines under the project alternatives would not cross playa lakes. Because trenches for the
tortoise fencing would be excavated to a depth of only 12 inches (30 cm) below the surface, there would
be no impact to groundwater. As described in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, water would
be applied to disturbed surfaces and helicopter landing sites to control fugitive dust emissions, but such
applications would be minimal in quantity and scale and are not expected to impact local water supplies.
Based on these considerations, and the short-term and temporary nature of project implementation, no
impacts to water resources are anticipated and this resource is not discussed further in this SEIS.

Utilities and Infrastructure. None of the alternatives would result in changes to the numbers of
personnel (military, civilian, or contractors) assigned to the Combat Center so there would be no change
to utility use (e.g., potable water, wastewater, electricity, telephone, natural gas, etc.) at the Combat
Center or in the surrounding communities. Installation of the desert tortoise exclusion fencing would
involve minor surface excavations only. The fences would not affect roadways on the Combat Center,
BLM lands, or wilderness areas. Transmission lines owned by Southern California Edison traverse the
northwestern border of the WEA and Sunshine Peak and Lavic Lake Training Areas. Major natural gas
pipelines traverse areas north of the Combat Center, coming into San Bernardino County from Nevada,
south of Interstate-40. As part of the project-specific Health and Safety Plan (see Section 2.6, Special
Conservation Measures), the NREA and its contractors would be required to contact the MCAGCC
Public Works Officer to locate all on-base underground utilities within the proposed fence alignment, and
Underground Service Alert of Southern California (DigAlert) for the locations of all long-distance,
commercial underground utility corridors while the project is in the design stage. The fenceline would be
routed to avoid intersecting underground utilities in the project areas and not excavate over them if it
cannot be re-routed around them. Therefore, negligible impacts to utilities and infrastructure are
anticipated, and this resource is not considered further in this SEIS.

The following subsections provide a definition of the four resources that are analyzed further in this
SEIS, and describe the existing conditions within the affected environment for each resource.

3.1 BiOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.11 Definition of Resource

Biological resources include plant and animal species and the habitats in which they occur. Biological
resources are important because they (1) influence ecosystem functions and values, (2) have intrinsic
value and contribute to the human environment, and (3) are the subject of a variety of statutory and
regulatory requirements. The analysis presented in the 2012 Final EIS considered the biological
resources that were subject to impacts from the proposed land acquisition and MEB-level training
exercises. Several biological sub-resources that were appropriately analyzed and described in the 2012
Final EIS are not carried forward for detailed analysis in this SEIS because the proposed desert tortoise
translocation activities would have negligible or no effects on such sub-resources, as described below in
Section 3.1.3, Scope of Analysis.

For purposes of this SEIS, the biological resources considered are divided into three main categories:

e Vegetation includes terrestrial plant communities and their component species, as well as non-
native vegetation, landscaped, and disturbed areas. Special status plant species are discussed in
more detail in a separate section (see below).

o Wildlife includes the characteristic animal species that occur in the project area. Special
consideration is given to bird species protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act
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(MBTA) and Executive Order (EO) 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect
Migratory Birds. Protected species and special status animal species are discussed in more detail
in separate sections (see below).

e Protected and special status species are described as follows:

0 Protected species are those species afforded protection under the federal ESA of 1973. The
only resident species discussed in this SEIS with this protected status is the desert tortoise
(Gopherus agassizii).

0 Special status species include plant and animal species that occupy limited or unique habitats
and those species that various state and federal agencies are interested in tracking. These taxa
often require specific survey methods, monitoring, and/or management consideration. The
following are criteria for species to be considered in this SEIS:

= Species that are proposed for listing, or are candidates for listing under the federal ESA
(USFWS 2016c¢, d).

= Plant species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered in California by the California
Native Plant Society (CNPS) (CNPS 2016).

= Species that are listed, proposed for listing, or are candidates for listing under the
California ESA (CDFW 2016).

= Species listed by the BLM as Sensitive (BLM 2015a, 2010).

= Species listed by the CDFW as California Species of Special Concern or Fully Protected
(CDFW 2016).

= Bird species listed by the USFWS as Birds of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2008).
3.1.2 Regulatory Framework
3121 Federal Statutes and Regulations

The primary federal statutes and regulations that pertain to biological resources are the ESA and the
MBTA. These and other relevant federal statutes and regulations (i.e., NEPA, the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act, and the Noxious Weed Act/EO 13112) are described in the 2012 Final EIS (see Final EIS
Section 3.10.2, Regulatory Framework).

3.1.3 Scope of Analysis

Certain sub-resources that were appropriately analyzed and described in the 2012 Final EIS were
considered but not carried forward for further analysis in the Biological Resources sections of this SEIS.
The purpose of this section is to explain the rationale for dismissing specific biological sub-resources
from further analysis, and thereby define the scope of the biological resources analysis to be
commensurate with the anticipated level of impact.

3.13.1 Overview of Relevant Project Elements and Construction Footprint

This subsection summarizes the relevant project elements and construction footprint that were
considered in the evaluation of the biological resources scope of analysis. Under all alternatives,
tortoise exclusion fences would be installed into trenches approximately 4 to 6 inches (10 to 15 cm)
wide and 12 inches (30 cm) deep, for the length of each section of fenceline (see Section 2.2.2.2).
Biological resource SCMs include a requirement that regular fence inspections would include
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monitoring and removal of any soil and plant debris that might collect at the fence. Vehicles used to
carry the fence materials to the site would disturb a small width of surface soil around the length of the
trench. It is anticipated that a 16 ft (5 m) wide area along the length of the fence would be used for a
maintenance road and construction material laydown, resulting in surface disturbance (on Combat
Center land only). The fenceline would cross washes in some places, and would be reinforced in these
areas to minimize erosion, or built to break away in floods to be followed by quick repair (MCAGCC
2016c). As described in Sections 2.1 and 2.2, all permanent exclusion fencing would be inspected
monthly and immediately after all rainfall events where soil and water flows through washes or
overland and could damage the fence or erode the soil underneath. Temporary fencing would be
inspected at least weekly if activities are occurring in the vicinity that could damage the fence. Any
damage to installed tortoise fencing, either permanent or temporary, would be repaired immediately.

Helicopters used to translocate tortoises would land only on MSRs or other existing roads/routes and
within intersections of roads. Water trucks would be used to keep landing sites damp enough to
minimize the generation of fugitive dust. As such, ground disturbance from helicopter landings would
be minimal.

As described in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, all vehicular traffic associated with the
tortoise translocation on BLM lands would be limited to routes that have been designated “open” (signed)
by BLM. On BLM land, no new access roads or cross-county vehicle travel would be permitted, so there
would be no additional ground surface disturbance associated with vehicle transit therein.

Furthermore, implementation of SCMs as described in this SEIS (Section 2.6) would minimize the
potential for impacts to biological resources from the proposed action.

3.1.3.2 Vegetation

The primary impacts to vegetation would be from fence construction. As discussed above, tortoise
exclusion fences would be installed into trenches for the length of each section of fenceline. The precise
alignment would be established on-site in the presence of an Authorized Biologist with slight variations in
placement (excavation and surface disturbance), as warranted to avoid damage to long-lived woody or
succulent plants while making it easier to excavate the trench. Section 3.1.4.2 describes the existing
vegetation and Sections 4.1.2.1, 4.1.3.1, and 4.1.4.1 analyze the impacts to vegetation from fence and
associated maintenance road construction under the proposed alternatives. A minor increase in
consumption of vegetation by translocated tortoises would occur; however, desert tortoises currently exist
in these areas and historically occurred in greater numbers, so additional consumption would be
negligible.

3.1.33 Wildlife

Numerous vertebrate and invertebrate species have been recorded or have the potential to occur in the
vicinity of the proposed project areas as described in the 2012 Final EIS. Wildlife species at the Combat
Center are typical of Mojave Desert fauna with the exception of a wide variety of species only found to
occur at the golf course or sewage ponds at Mainside, including the California toad (Anaxyrus boreas
halophilus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), common raccoon (Procyon lotor), and 126 species
of primarily migrant birds (Cutler et al. 1999). Of the 256 vertebrate species observed within the Combat
Center by Cutler et al. (1999), about half were only observed at Mainside. However, no activities
associated with the proposed action would occur at Mainside and, therefore, these species would not be
directly affected by the proposed action. LaRue (2013) surveyed 21 of 22 RTAs, but did not survey
Mainside, and found 92 species of reptiles, birds, and mammals; no fish or amphibians were observed.
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Stepek et al. (2013) also performed wildlife-specific surveys on the Combat Center for reptiles and
mammals. Although surveys for general wildlife have not been performed at recipient sites on BLM
lands, wildlife is anticipated to be similar to that found on the Combat Center.

Under the proposed action, tortoise fencing would be installed in accordance with the tortoise
translocation plans. Tortoise exclusion fencing would be 18 inches (45 cm) above ground and the total
maximum height with three-strand wire (placed directly above the exclusion fencing) would be
approximately 4 ft (1.3 m). While the precise area of impact would vary by alternative, only a small
portion (less than one half of 1%) of each habitat type within the proposed recipient and control sites
would be impacted, and all impacts would be located on the Combat Center. An Authorized Biologist
would be present during all fence installation activities to ensure that placement of the fence would
adaptively avoid protected and special status biological resources (e.g., flora and fauna species) and long-
lived woody vegetation (see Section 2.6). Additionally, fencing would only be placed on a relatively
small portion of the north, northwest, and southeast borders of the Combat Center and would not preclude
species from moving across the majority of the Combat Center boundary.

The control of human-subsidized predators (particularly ravens and coyotes) under Alternatives 1 and 2
would benefit prey species (particularly small mammals and reptiles) as well as non-subsidized predators
that prey upon these species.

Noise would occur as a result of the transport of desert tortoises by helicopter, occurring over a 10- to 12-
day period with an anticipated 40 to 50 total helicopter trips (4 trips per day). While these trips would
represent a small increase on BLM lands, impacts associated with noise would be less than significant.
On Combat Center lands, the increase in air traffic would be negligible relative to the approximately
59,000 annual aircraft sorties conducted at the Combat Center. In addition, minimal temporary noise
from minor vehicle use would occur during the installation of the tortoise fencing.

Invertebrates

Invertebrates (especially insects) are an important component of desert ecosystems, providing food for
numerous vertebrate species (e.g., birds, reptiles, amphibians, and bats) and acting as pollinators for plant
species. Studies published in 2005 and 2006 identified more than 1,600 terrestrial invertebrate species on
the Combat Center and six aquatic invertebrate species in all nine dry lakes; none of the species detected
are special status or considered rare or sensitive (Pratt 2005; Simovich 2006).

A cumulative amount of habitat ranging from approximately 40 miles (65 km) to 50 miles (79 km) long
by 19 ft (6 m) wide (depending on the Alternative selected) would be eliminated for the fence and
maintenance roads combined. Minimal additional habitat disturbance would occur under the proposed
action, and the extent of disturbance or mortality to terrestrial invertebrate populations would be small in
scale and temporary as invertebrates would rapidly return/recolonize from adjacent areas. No impacts
would occur to surface waters from implementation of the proposed action. Therefore, potential impacts
to terrestrial and aquatic invertebrates as a result of the proposed action would be negligible, and impacts
to invertebrates will not be analyzed further in this SEIS.

Fish

Perennial springs and fish-bearing waters would be avoided. As such, the proposed action would have no
impact on fish. Therefore, impacts to fish will not be analyzed further in this SEIS.
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Amphibians

Two amphibian species, the California toad and the red-spotted toad (Anaxyrus punctatus) were
identified on the Combat Center during past wildlife inventories by Fromer and Dodero (1982) and
Cutler et al. (1999). Both species were only observed outside the proposed project areas, near Mainside,
and at water holes in the American Mine Training Area, respectively. Red-spotted toad may occur in
additional rare, isolated, and ephemeral water sources known as “tinajas” (rock basins that temporarily
hold water from rainfall or streamflow) in the project areas, but there are no records at these sites (Cutler
et al. 1999). No other amphibian species are known to occur, nor have any been observed during
additional surveys (Karl 2009; Stepek et al. 2011; LaRue 2013).

A cumulative amount of habitat ranging from approximately 40 miles (65 km) to 50 miles (79 km) long
by 19 ft (6 m) wide (depending on the Alternative selected) would be eliminated for the fence and
maintenance roads combined. Minimal additional habitat disturbance would occur under the proposed
action; no impacts to surface waters are anticipated, and project-related noise would be very localized
and temporary. As described in Section 2.6.2, Special Conservation Measures, bird perch deterrents
would be implemented on all sign posts that would be installed under the proposed action, minimizing
the risk of increased avian predation on amphibians from the creation of additional perching locations.
Therefore, potential impacts to amphibians as a result of the proposed action would be negligible, and
impacts to amphibian species will not be analyzed further in this SEIS.

Reptiles

The reptile diversity observed on the Combat Center represents a typical community structure for lower
elevation Mojave desert scrub habitats. Habitat diversity and, as a consequence, reptile species diversity
are somewhat limited by the lack of high elevations and the absence of natural water sources. During
numerous studies conducted on the Combat Center, a total of 28 species of reptile have been observed (15
lizards, 12 snakes, and 1 tortoise) (Fromer and Dodero 1982; Cutler et al. 2009; Stepek et al. 2013; LaRue
2013). Additionally, there are nine reptile species that may be found on the Combat Center but have not
been documented (MCAGCC 2012). Section 3.10.3 of the 2012 Final EIS provides more information
regarding the specific reptiles observed and Appendix | to the Final EIS contains the complete list of
reptile species known to occur on the Combat Center.

A cumulative amount of habitat ranging from approximately 40 miles (65 km) to 50 miles (79 km) long
by 19 ft (6 m) wide (depending on the Alternative selected) would be eliminated for the fence and
maintenance roads combined. Minimal additional habitat disturbance would occur under the proposed
action, no impacts to surface waters are anticipated, and impacts from noise would be minimal. The
fencing may impede larger reptiles such as the northern desert iguana (Dipsosaurus dorsalis dorsalis) and
snake species because they would likely be too large to fit through the fencing (1-inch [2.5-cm] horizontal
by 2-inch [5-cm] vertical, galvanized welded wire mesh) and would not be able to climb over the fence
(24 inches [60 cm] above ground for tortoise exclusion, 4 ft [1.3 m] total above ground height with three-
strand). However, impacts would be negligible due to the relatively limited extent of fencing around the
Combat Center boundary, and transiting reptiles would be able to enter and exit the Combat Center
through a multitude of alternate locations as needed. As described in Section 2.6.2, Special Conservation
Measures, bird perch deterrents would be implemented on all sign posts that would be installed under the
proposed action, minimizing the risk of increased avian predation on reptiles from the creation of
additional perching locations. Therefore, with the exception of the desert tortoise, potential impacts to
reptiles as a result of the proposed action would be negligible, and impacts to other reptile species will not
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be analyzed further in this SEIS. Potential impacts to desert tortoise are analyzed in detail in Section 4.1,
Biological Resources.

Birds

According to two studies, there are 211 bird species confirmed on the Combat Center (Cutler et al. 1999;
LaRue 2013). The most commonly observed resident birds include various species of sparrows, finches,
quails, and doves (BLM 2005). Bird species inventories at the Combat Center have been conducted in the
early 1980s (Fromer and Edwards 1982), late 1990s (Cutler et al. 1999), and as recent as 2011 (LaRue
2013). Cutler et al. (1999) recorded 87 resident bird species at the Combat Center and another 122
migrant, vagrant, or other transient bird species (a complete list of birds known to occur on the Combat
Center is included as Appendix | to the 2012 Final EIS). LaRue (2013) encountered 58 species through
visual or audio detection in surveys. The MAGTF Training Command MCAGCC Natural Resources
Management Plan (University of California, Riverside 1993) and the MAGTF Training Command
MCAGCC Bird Inventory (Fromer and Edwards 1982) found a total of 135 to 140 species of birds
present at the Combat Center. In contrast to the low diversity of resident bird species, many migrant bird
species utilize the Mojave Desert and specifically the Combat Center, likely due to the permanent water
sources at Mainside — which are outside the proposed tortoise translocation areas. As such, besides
potential seasonal occurrence at ephemeral water sources (no records describing such usage have been
found), many of the migrant bird species that rely on permanent water sources at Mainside are not
expected to occur elsewhere on the Combat Center, as is supported in the 2011 surveys (LaRue 2013).

A cumulative amount of habitat ranging from approximately 40 miles (65 km) to 50 miles (79 km) long
by 19 ft (6 m) wide (depending on the Alternative selected) would be eliminated for the fence and
maintenance roads combined. Minimal additional habitat disturbance would occur under the proposed
action, no impacts to surface waters are anticipated, and impacts from noise would be minimal. Bird
species may temporarily avoid translocation activities but would be expected to return within a short time.
In addition, tortoise fencing that would be installed during translocation activities would not impede the
movement of any bird species. Therefore, potential impacts to birds as a result of the proposed action
would be negligible, and impacts to other bird species will not be analyzed further in this SEIS.

Mammals

According to several studies, there are 41 mammal species confirmed on the Combat Center, and an
additional 16 mammals that could potentially occur (University of California, Riverside 1993; Brown and
Berry 1998; Cutler et al. 1999; LaRue 2013; Stepek et al. 2013). The most common large mammal is the
coyote (Canis latrans), while common medium-sized mammals include the black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus
californicus) and desert cottontail. Common small mammals include nocturnally active kangaroo rats
(Dipodomys spp.), pocket mice (Perognathus spp.), and deer mice (Peromyscus spp.). More information
about the specific species observed as well as a complete list of mammals observed within the project
area can be found in Section 3.10.3 and Appendix | of the 2012 Final EIS.

A cumulative amount of habitat ranging from approximately 40 miles (65 km) to 50 miles (79 km) long
by 19 ft (6 m) wide (depending on the Alternative selected) would be eliminated for the fence and
maintenance roads combined. Minimal additional habitat disturbance would occur under the proposed
action, no impacts to surface waters from the proposed action are anticipated, and impacts from noise
would be minimal. Mammal species would readily flee the tortoise translocation areas as necessary to
avoid translocation activities. The adaptive placement of fencing, with an Authorized Biologist present to
avoid protected and special status resources (see Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures), would not
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actively avoid kangaroo rat burrows. However, due to the relatively limited area of fencing required
under the proposed action, the minimal impacts to habitat, and the prevalence of this species across the
Combat Center, population-level or measurable effects would not be expected to occur and potential
impacts to kangaroo rat species would be negligible. Due to the limited height of the tortoise fencing, it
would not impede the movement of most mammal species. Fencing only has the potential to impede
mammals that are too large to fit through the fence, but too small to jump or climb over. However,
impacts would be negligible due to the relatively limited extent of fencing around the Combat Center
boundary; transiting mammals would be able to enter and exit the Combat Center through a multitude of
alternate locations as necessary. As described in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, bird perch
deterrents would be implemented on all sign posts that would be installed under the proposed action,
minimizing the risk of increased avian predation on small mammals from the creation of additional
perching locations. Therefore, potential impacts to mammals as a result of the proposed action would be
negligible, and impacts to mammal species will not be further analyzed in this SEIS.

3.1.34 Species Protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Numerous MBTA-protected bird species have been recorded or have the potential to occur within the
proposed project areas and are described in detail in the 2012 Final EIS. However, impacts to all other
MBTA-protected bird species from the proposed action would be negligible. Minimal habitat disturbance
would occur under the proposed action, no impacts to surface waters from the proposed action are
anticipated, and impacts from noise would be minimal. In addition, the tortoise fencing would not impede
the movement of any of the MBTA-protected bird species. Therefore, negligible impacts to MBTA-
protected bird species are anticipated, and these species are not analyzed further in this SEIS.

3.1.35 Special Status Species

Numerous special status species have been recorded or have the potential to occur within the proposed
project areas and are described in detail in the 2012 Final EIS. However, impacts to all of these special
status species (with the exception of the desert tortoise) from the proposed alternatives would be
negligible. A cumulative amount of habitat ranging from approximately 40 miles (65 km) to 50 miles (79
km) long by 19 ft (6 m) wide (depending on the Alternative selected) would be eliminated for the fence
and maintenance roads combined. Minimal additional habitat disturbance would occur under the
proposed action, no impacts to surface waters from the proposed action are anticipated, and impacts from
noise would be minimal. Due to the limited height of the tortoise fencing, it would not impede the
movement of special status species (with the exception of desert tortoises, which is the intention),
including bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis). The fencing only has the potential to impede specific species
that are too large to fit through the fence, but too small to jump or climb over. However, population-level
impacts would be negligible due to the relatively limited extent of fencing around the Combat Center
boundary; transiting species would be able to enter and exit the Combat Center through a multitude of
alternate locations. Furthermore, fences would not be constructed in mountainous areas that are more
likely to be used by bighorn sheep. In addition, special status plant species would be avoided during the
installation of the fencing. As stated in Section 2.6, Special Conservation Measures, the Marine Corps
would provide an Authorized Biologist to be present for all sign and post emplacement and for all
trenching for desert tortoise exclusion fencing and the permanent maintenance road. The monitor would
ensure that no signs, posts, trenches, or roads would be placed in a manner that would disturb any special
status species. Therefore, negligible impacts to all of the special status species (with the exception of the
desert tortoise) are anticipated, and these other species are not analyzed further in this SEIS. Potential
impacts to desert tortoises are analyzed in detail in Section 4.1, Biological Resources.
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3.14 Existing Conditions
3141 Overview

Section 3.10.3.1, Overview of the 2012 Final EIS described (1) the general characteristics of the south
central Mojave, (2) natural resource management plans in the west Mojave, and (3) surveys and mapping
that have been performed in the project area. Relevant updates since publication of the 2012 Final EIS
include the following, each of which is described in further detail below:

e The Draft Supplemental EIS for the West Mojave Route Network Project (WMRNP) and Plan
Amendment was published in February 2015 (BLM 2015b);

e Phase | of the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) Proposed Land Use Plan
Amendment and Final EIS (BLM 2015c¢) and the ROD (BLM 2016b) was published in October
2015 and September 2016, respectively; and

o Four years of additional surveys of the translocation donor, recipient, and control sites, as well as
consultation with the USFWS, have been performed.

Draft Supplemental EIS for the West Mojave Route Network Project and Plan Amendment

In February 2015, the BLM published the Draft Supplemental EIS for the WMRNP and Plan Amendment
(BLM 2015b). The WMRNP is a travel management planning effort covering 9.24 million acres (3.74
million ha) in the West Mojave area of the California desert that supplements the 2006 West Mojave Plan
(BLM 2006). The supplemental plan has two general sets of goals that include (1) Access Management
(i.e., identification of an overall travel and transportation management strategy, implementation
framework, and access network for public land users in the West Mojave); and (2) Livestock Grazing
(i.e., additional livestock grazing alternatives that may enhance long-term conservation goals identified in
the 2006 West Mojave Plan). The public comment period for the Draft EIS closed in January of 2016
(BLM 2016a); the Final EIS and ROD are pending.

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment and EIS

The DRECP is a landscape-scale planning effort designed to provide for additional protection and
conservation of desert ecosystems in conjunction with development of solar, wind and geothermal energy
projects. The DRECP covers 22.5 million acres (9.1 million ha) in seven California counties (Imperial,
Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego) (BLM 2015c). The plan is being
prepared in two phases by the Renewable Energy Action Team, composed of the BLM, USFWS,
California Energy Commission, and the CDFW:

e Phase | of the DRECP addressed the BLM component of the Plan that designated development
focus areas, conservation areas, and recreation areas on public lands. Phase | placed particular
emphasis on designating areas for renewable energy development and completed a BLM Land
Use Plan Amendment for the DRECP area. The Land Use Plan Amendment also eliminated the
Multiple Use Classes in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan and replaced them
with specific land designations (BLM 2016b). The BLM released the Final EIS for the Land Use
Plan Amendment in November of 2015 (BLM 2015c) and the public comment period ended on
May 9, 2016; the related ROD was signed September 14, 2016 (BLM 2016b).

e Phase Il of the DRECP is pending, will address issues and concerns related to non-BLM
components of the DRECP, and will focus on aligning local, state, and federal renewable energy
development and conservation plans, policies and goals.
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Additional Surveys and USFWS Consultation

The 2012 Land Acquisition BO required that 3 years of baseline data be collected before translocation.
As a result, from 2012 to 2015, field surveys were conducted to examine translocation-associated factors
in both the impact areas and the recipient and control sites (Appendix A). The factors that were examined
during the surveys include the following:

1. Tortoise Density — mark-recapture and Tortoise Regional Estimate of Density surveys were
conducted within the WEA, SEA, and recipient and control study areas (MCAGCC 2016c).

2. Habitat Analysis — qualitative and quantitative transects were conducted within the WEA, SEA,
and recipient and control study areas.

3. Baseline Disease Status and Behavior — health assessments were conducted and transmitters were
placed on tortoises in the WEA, SEA, and recipient and control study areas.

4. Predation — raven abundance and nest surveys were conducted in the recipient and control study
areas, and dog/coyote-related trauma analysis of tortoises was performed at recipient areas and
control sites.

5. Genetic Analysis — assessment of genetic differentiation among impact and recipient and control
study areas was conducted.

In addition, tortoise clearance surveys were conducted on most of the 79 square miles (205 km?)
comprising the WEA and SEA high and medium impact areas from September 2014 through October
2015. All tortoises of adequate size were transmitted, while juvenile tortoises too small to affix
transmitters were moved to new holding pens at NREAs TRACRS. In situ monitoring of all tortoises
with transmitters was accomplished by monthly tracking, following an initial 2-week period of intensive
tracking after transmitter attachment. Health assessments were conducted on all tortoises per current
USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2015).

3.14.2 Vegetation

The project action area lies within the South-Central Floristic Region of the Mojave Desert (Rowlands et
al. 1993). While flora are still fairly typical of the Mojave Desert, temperature and rainfall patterns
approach conditions exemplified by the hotter, drier Sonoran Desert to the south (MCAGCC 2012),
which experiences summer and winter rain. Vegetation largely determines the type and distribution of
animals that can be supported.

Plant Communities

The primary vegetation type within the action area is desert scrub, which can be subdivided into the
shrub-dominated plant communities that occur on the study areas (Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2). Tables 3.1-1
and 3.1-2 also include acreages and the plant communities that are dominated by trees rather than shrubs,
and land classifications that are not defined by dominant vegetation. The following descriptions describe
the action area considered for this SEIS. For additional discussion of vegetation refer to the 2012 Final
EIS (DON 2012).
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Table 3.1-1. Plant Communities and Land Classifications in Recipient Areas (No-Action Alternative)

Land Cover/

Land Cover/ Vegetation Land Cover/
Vegetation gl'ype Land Cover/ Land Cover/ Land Cover/ Land Cover/ Vegetation
Type Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation Type
i Active and Balg:)a::r:(ds, Type Type Type Type Riparian LIS =
Stabilized Desert Playa Desert Scrub Desert Wash Developed Woodland and
Outcrops, and
Dune . Shrubland
Cliffs
Recipient Areas
Ord-Rodman 0.6 8,520 - 14,540.1 288 68.1 58.2 23,475
Sunshine Peak - 1,467.8 - 2,180.3 58.9 - - 3,707
SEA - 80.6 - 2,854.2 0.1 - - 2,934.9
WEA 0.8 6,984.9 1.7 5,026.8 - - 11 12,015.3
Alternate Recipient
Areas
Bullion 9.5 816 4.1 1,323.9 234.9 - 28.6 2,417
Emerson Lake 296.8 71 - 2,031.6 17.6 - - 2,417
TOTAL 307.7 17,940.3 5.8 27,956.9 599.5 68.1 87.9 46,966
Note: Numbers shown are provided in acres.

Source: USGS 2010.
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Table 3.1-2. Plant Communities and Land Classifications in Recipient and Control Sites
(Alternative 1 and Alternative 2)

Land Cover/ Land Cover/ L\i‘:detca(t)i\i)er:/
Vegetation Vegetation Land Cover/ Land Cover/ Land Cover/ Land Cover/ gl'ype
Site 'I_'ype Type Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation Riparian TOTAL
Active and Badlands, Rock Type Type Type Type Woodland
Stabilized Outcrops, and Desert Playa | Desert Scrub Desert Wash Developed and
Dune Cliffs
Shrubland

Recipient Sites
Lucerne-Ord - 11,5145 19.2 25,904.9 0.7 72.8 106.5 37,618.6
Rodman-
Sunshine Peak 1.7 5,254.5 3.4 19,860.9 944.3 - 12.7 26,077.5
North
Siberia 27.1 3,587.1 22.3 17,1514 821.7 - 2.4 21,612
Broadwell - 633.3 - 9,451.0 20.8 - 16.0 10,121.1
Cleghorn - 54.9 - 2,265.7 0.1 - - 2,320.7
Bullion (Alt. 1) 17.7 5,967.2 1.4 6,345.5 691.4 - 495 13,072.7
Control Sites
Rodman-
Sunshine Peak - 3719.0 - 9,843.3 0.2 - - 13,562.5
South
Daggett - 1,223.9 - 4,910.3 7.0 423 - 6,183.5
Ludlow 0.2 781.1 0.4 2,260.7 11.8 - - 3,054.2
Calico - 815.6 - 1,172.6 5.6 - - 1,993.8
Cleghorn
Control - 178.4 0.4 1,376.8 408.8 - - 1,964.4
Bullion Control
(Alt. 1) 101.4 373.0 - 1,377.4 158.5 - - 2,010.3
Bullion Control
(Alt. 2) 5.4 197.7 - 1,610.2 292.0 - 30.5 2,135.8
TOTAL (Alt. 1) 148.1 34,102.5 47.1 101,920.5 3,070.9 115.1 187.1 139,591.3 (Alt. 1)
TOTAL (Alt. 2) 34.4 27,960 45.7 95,807.8 2513 115.1 168.1 126,644.1 (Alt. 2)

Note:

Source: USGS 2010.

Numbers shown are provided in acres.
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Gap Analysis Program (GAP) land cover data (USGS 2010) were used to classify vegetation and other
land cover types in the project areas. The GAP vegetation map is derived from remotely sensed data and
field observations. The GAP maps land cover at the habitat or plant community level and defines
mapping units based on location, landform, dominant community structure, life form (e.g., shrub or tree),
and the most common suites of species. For the purpose of this analysis, GAP data were modified by
grouping similar vegetation and/or habitat types into general categories and are discussed below. These
descriptions represent all vegetation community classifications across the recipient and control sites under
the proposed action. Acreages of all plant communities and habitats for the No-Action Alternative and
Alternatives 1 and 2 in the recipient and control areas and sites are provided in Tables 3.1-1 and 3.1-2,
respectively.

Desert Active and Stabilized Dune is composed of unvegetated to sparsely vegetated dunes and sand
sheets. Common plants include white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa), fourwing saltbush (Atriplex
canescens), creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), and big galleta (Hilaria rigida).

Badland, Rock Outcrop, and CIliff includes barren and sparsely vegetated landscapes (generally <10%
plant cover) of steep cliff faces, narrow canyons, and smaller rock outcrops of various igneous,
sedimentary, and metamorphic bedrock types. This also includes badland areas consisting of rounded
hills that are formed in shale bedrock, often high in clay that expands with moisture and contracts with
drying, also known as shrink/swell clay.

Desert Playa is a term for depressions that are intermittently flooded and subsequently evaporate, leaving
behind a residue of salts. There is often an impermeable subsoil layer that keeps water near the soil
surface. Bare ground and salt crusts are abundant on the soil surface. Typical plants include iodine bush
(Allenrolfea occidentalis), bush seepweed (Suaeda nigra), or saltbush (Atriplex spp.).

Desert Scrub includes a suite of desert shrub-dominated communities, the most common being Mojave
creosote bush scrub. This is a widespread, open-canopy habitat that occurs in broad valleys, lower
bajadas, plains, and low hills in the Mojave and lower Sonoran Deserts. This sparse to moderately dense
shrubland is dominated by creosote bush and white bursage, but many different species may be present.
Other common plants include desert-holly, brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), ephedra (Ephedra spp.),
ocotillo (Fouquieria splendens ssp. splendens), fourwing saltbush, allscale (Atriplex polycarpa), or other
saltbushes.

Desert Wash habitats are intermittently flooded washes or arroyos that often dissect alluvial fans, mesas,
plains, and basin floors. Although often dry, ephemeral stream processes, such as rapid sheet and gully
flow, define this habitat. Desert wash plants may be sparse and patchy to moderately dense, typically
occurring along the banks, but occasionally within the channel. Plants are quite variable but are mostly
shrubs and small trees such as catclaw (Senegalia greggii), desert willow, desert almond (Prunus
fasciculata), and mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa var. torreyana).

Developed areas include areas that do not support native vegetation and are characterized by permanent or
semi-permanent structures. Examples include buildings, parking lots, pavement, concrete, freeways,
maintained dirt roads, and railways.

Riparian Woodland and Shrubland occurs along lower elevation rivers and streams in desert valleys and
canyons. Common trees include Fremont’s cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii) and black
willow (Salix gooddingii). Common species in riparian shrublands include sandbar willow (Salix exigua)
and desert willow (Chilopsis linearis).
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Non-Native Vegetation

Non-native plants are of concern in the west Mojave because they can often replace plants with higher
value to wildlife, reducing the availability of suitable forage or habitat. The rate of wildfire spread and
severity of fire effects on native shrubs can be increased by the structure and growth pattern of some non-
native plants (Brooks 1999).

A survey of non-native vegetation in the eastern 6.25 miles (10 km) of the west study area and the
western 3 miles (5 km) of the Combat Center revealed that the most widespread non-native annual plants
include storksbill (Erodium cicutarium), split grass (Schismus barbatus, S. arabicus), red brome (Bromus
madritensis ssp. rubens), cheat grass (Bromus tectorum), biennial mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and
tumbleweed (Salsola tragus) (AgriChemical & Supply 2005).

Other non-native plants have become locally common on the Combat Center as a result of supplemental
irrigation, such as burgrass (Cenchrus tribuloides), crabgrass (Digitaria spp.), lambsquarter
(Chenopodium album), plantain (Plantago lanceolata), tansy mustard (Descurainia pinnata), tumble
mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum), puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris), and saltcedar (Tamarix
ramosissima) (AgriChemical & Supply 2005). However, these species rarely spread beyond the confines
of irrigated landscapes and are not commonly encountered throughout much of the affected area.

Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefortii) is an invasive plant that has become established along many
roadsides and utility corridors in the Mojave Desert (AgriChemical & Supply 2005). Sahara mustard is a
highly successful invader and may pose a considerable threat to native annuals because of its early
seedling emergence and ability to germinate in moderately saline soils at a wide range of temperatures
(Bangle et al. 2008).

Split grass is pervasive across the Combat Center (AgriChemical & Supply 2005), and its pervasiveness
makes management strategies very difficult. At present, Sahara mustard and tumbleweed are removed by
hand from the TRACRS. No information is available for the abundance of non-native species in the
proposed recipient and control areas and sites.

3.14.3 Protected and Special Status Species

Protected - Federally Threatened or Endangered Species

Desert Tortoise

The desert tortoise is the only resident species discussed in this SEIS that is protected under the federal
ESA. The following discussion provides a brief summary of the information provided in the 2012 Final
EIS as well as relevant updates since the 2012 Final EIS was published; additional details on desert
tortoise ecology and distribution can be found in the 2012 Final EIS. The results of previous
translocation efforts at the Combat Center and elsewhere are discussed in Section 4.1.1.3, Previous
Translocation Efforts and Related Research.

Background: The desert tortoise was listed as threatened by the State of California in 1989, and the
Mojave Desert population (all tortoises north and west of the Colorado River in Arizona, Utah, Nevada,
and California), now known as Agassiz’s desert tortoise, was federally listed as threatened by the USFWS
in 1990. The decline in desert tortoise numbers is discussed in more detail below.

The Combat Center is within the southern Mojave subdivision of the Western Recovery Unit for the
desert tortoise. Because the Combat Center manages desert tortoise under its INRMP, the USFWS did
not designate Critical Habitat on the installation. However, it shares a 6.2 mile (9.9 km) boundary with
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the Ord-Rodman Critical Habitat area to the northwest, and the Pinto Mountain critical habitat area,
which is 6.25 miles (10 km) southeast of the installation (MCAGCC 2012).

Typical habitat for the desert tortoise in the Mojave Desert has been characterized as creosote bush scrub
in which precipitation ranges from 2 to 8 inches (5 to 20 cm), where a diversity of perennial plants is
relatively high, and production of ephemerals is high (Luckenbach 1982; Turner 1982; Turner and Brown
1982; Germano et al. 1994; Berry et al. 2014; Mack et al. 2015). On the Combat Center, desert tortoises
occur predominantly in creosote scrub habitat at elevations below 4,300 ft (1,311 m) above mean sea
level.

The size of tortoise home ranges varies with respect to location, year, and sex (Berry 1986; O’Connor et
al. 1994; Duda et al. 1999; Freilich et al. 2000; Franks et al. 2011). Home range size can also serve as an
indicator of resource availability, opportunity for reproduction, and social interactions (BLM 2007).
Females have long-term home ranges that are approximately half that of the average male, whose home
range varies from 25 to 200 acres (10 to 80 ha) (Berry 1986). Over its lifetime, each tortoise may use
more than 1,000 acres (400 ha) of habitat and may make periodic forays of more than 7 miles (11 km) at a
time (Berry 1986). A study by Harless et al. (2009) found that female tortoise home ranges did not
overlap with each other, but that they did overlap with male tortoises and that male tortoises home ranges
overlapped and shared burrows with a similar number of tortoises of either sex. The authors concluded
that the results suggested a lack of territoriality among tortoises. In a separate study, O’Connor et al.
(1994) also concluded that their study provided no support for any territoriality or exclusivity of home
ranges between individuals.

Refer to Tables 3.1-3 and 3.1-4 for a description of the general characteristics of each translocation
area/site under the No-Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively.

Description of the Proposed Control and Recipient Areas/Sites: Tables 3.1-3 and 3.1-4 provide
summarized descriptions of the proposed recipient and control areas under the No-Action Alternative and
the proposed recipient and control sites under Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively. Detailed descriptions of
the proposed recipient and control areas and sites are provided in Appendix A.

Regional Connectivity:  Desert tortoise genetic studies suggest that its population structure is
characterized by isolation-by-distance (i.e., the greater the distance that separate two populations, the
more the populations would differ, and this differentiation occurs on a smooth gradient). These studies
also suggest that, historically, levels of gene flow among subpopulations were likely high due to high
levels of connectivity among habitat types, annual breeding among tortoises, and tortoise longevity
(Murphy et al. 2007; Hagerty and Tracy 2010; Hagerty et al. 2011; USFWS 2011a). Historically, the
main hindrance to genetic flow was the desert tortoise’s relatively small home range size and limited
dispersal ability of individuals as well as topographic features such as mountain ranges and areas with
extreme climate conditions. Within the southern portion of the Western Mojave Recovery Unit, the
transition between the Colorado and Mojave deserts is relatively subtle, especially when compared to the
transition between the northeastern portion of the West Mojave Recovery Unit and the western border of
the Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit, which is separated by the Baker Sink (an extremely hot and arid strip
that extends from Death Valley to Bristol Dry Lake and Cadiz Valley). Today, however, urban
development along California State Highway 62 now largely separates the Western Mojave and Colorado
Desert recovery units (USFWS 2011a) (Figure 3.1-1). Based on research by Latch et al. (2011), roads
may become increasingly important in shaping the evolutionary trajectory of tortoise populations.
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Table 3.1-3. Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient Areas (No-Action Alternative)

Size

Desert Tortoise

Associated Conservation

Domestic dogs

the combat center

Area (Acres) Density Predators Land Uses Areas
Recipient Areas
e Minor OHV recreation Ord-Rodman ACEC
5 _ » | Ravens, Coyotes, and e Dirt roa.ds. . . 12,620 acres (4.7.%)
rd-Rodman 23,475 | 0to 12.9 tortoise/km Domestic dogs e  Transmission line corridor Rodman Mountains
e Controlled grazing Cultural Area
e  Mining (historical) 210 acres (3.4%)
e  Training activities (few Within the Combat .
Sunshine Peak 3707 2.3 _to 7.7 Ravens, Co_yotes, and times per year, ordinance Center near the _Sunshme
' tortoise/km? Domestic dogs q : ' Peak RTA Special Use
etonation/removal)
Area
SEA 2935 3.9_t0 8.6 , Ravens, Co_yotes, and : I’Y; ';?&%':v\e/"rii(g:a“on e Borders C_lleghorn
' tortoise/km Domestic dogs L R, Lakes Wilderness Area
e  Training activities (indirect)
e OHV recreation
e Camping
. . Borders Rodman
0to12.9 Ravens, Coyotes, and | e  Family dwellings . .
WEA 12,015 tortoise/km? Domestic dogs e Communications ’Il\ﬂr(;l;ntams Wilderness
e Mining (historical)
e Training activities (indirect)
Alternate Recipient
Areas
Bullion 5417 8.7t0 18.12 Ravens, Coyotes, and | ¢ Training activities, within Bo_rders Cleghorn Lakes
' tortoise/km Domestic dogs the Combat Center Wilderness Area
Within the Combat
Emerson Lake 2,417 3.0 tortoise/km? Ravens, Coyotes, and | ¢  Training activities, within Center near the Emerson

Lake RTA Special Use
Area

Legend: ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; km? = square kilometer; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; SEA = Southern Expansion Area; WEA = Western

Expansion Area.

Source: MCAGCC 2011.
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Table 3.1-4. Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient and Control Sites

(Alternative 1 and Alternative 2)

Site Size Desert Tgrt0|se Predators e U Associated Conservation
(Acres) Density Areas
Recipient Sites
e Limited Use OHV
designation but possible
proliferation anticipated
e Large transmission line
corridor
e Overlaps Ord Mountain Substantially overlaps:
grazing allotment e Ord-Rodman ACEC
e Dirtroads e Ord-Rodman Critical
Ravens e  Mixture of federal and Habitat Unit
Lucerne-Ord 37,619 5.2 tortoise/km? private lands e Proposed National
Dogs/Coyotes . .
e  Approximately 10 Landscape Conservation
abandoned family System (DRECP)
dwellings within the e Ord-Rodman Tortoise
release area (restricted to Conservation Area
near the southern
boundary)
e  Scattered abandoned
residents >6.6 km south of
the release area
e  Large transmission line Substantially overlaps:
g e Ord-Rodman ACEC
corridor Ord-Rodman Critical
e No projected future use of | * 'C- ;
area Habitat Unit
¢ OwrigsOumonn | PoREINIO
Rodman-Sunshine . Ravens grazing allotment ~3 km? P
26,078 4.9 tortoise/km? System (DRECP)
Peak North Dogs/Coyotes e  All lands federally owned .
. e Sunshine Peak RTA
e Dirt access roads .
«  Controlled grazing ) Ord-Rodman Tortoise
Traini divities (f Conservation Area
g s |+ Eorderadiy Roanan
per year, Mountains Wilderness
detonation/removal) Area
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Table 3.1-4. Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient and Control Sites

(Alternative 1 and Alternative 2) (continued)

Site Size Desert Tqrtoise Predators Land Uses Associated Conservation
(Acres) Density Areas
Negligible recreation use, In:
although gas pipelines e Mojave Trails National
provide Monument
ingress routes e Proposed ACEC
No projected use of Area 3 (DRECP)
Siberia® 13,399 2.6 tortoise/km? Dogs/Coyotes but large block of private Overlaps:
lands e Proposed National
in west - former proposed Landscape Conservation
solar energy project System (DRECP)
Mixture of federal, state and Borders the Combat
private lands Center
Substantially overlaps:
e Cady Mountains
Wilderness Study Area
e Proposed National
L . Landscape Conservation
_ ) Transmission line corridor System (DRECP)
Broadwell 10,121 5.1 tortoise/km Dogs/Coyotes L\IrgaprOJected future use of «  Proposed ACEC
(DRECP)
e Mojave Trails National
Monument
e Near Kelso Dunes
Wilderness Area
e Entirely on the Combat
. Scattered occupied houses Center- Clgghorn Lake
Cleghorn 2,321 6.5 tortoise/km? Dogs/Coyotes : RTA Special Use Area
with dogs >6.5 km south .
e Adjacent to Cleghorn
Lakes Wilderness Area
e Entirely on the Combat
. R . ) . Training activities (indirect), Center, partially within
Bullion (Alt 1) 13,073 10.4 tortoise/km Not available borders the Combat Center the Bullion RTA Special
Use Area
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Table 3.1-4. Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient and Control Sites
(Alternative 1 and Alternative 2) (continued)

Site Size Desert Tortoise Predators Land Uses Associated Conservation
(Acres) Density Areas
Control Sites
On the Combat Center
Special Use Area
Substantially overlaps:
Residual Open OHV Area to : 8:3%3222 ércitlizcil
the north (would be fenced Habitat Unit
with tortoise exclusion .
_ fencing) e Proposed National
Rodman-Sunshine 13,563 6.0 tortoise/km? Ravens Proposed expanded Open Landscape_
Peak South Conservation System
OHV Area to the west (Cook
Bill) (DRECP)
Transmission line corridor ¢ Sunshine Peak RTA.‘
Dirt access roads e Ord-Rodman Tortoise
Conservation Area
e Bordered by Rodman
Mountains Wilderness
Area
In:
e Ord-Rodman ACEC
e Ord-Rodman Critical
Transmission line corridor . Ei)br;:)ztegrll\ll;tional
Daggett 6,183 9.5 tortoise/km? Do Rs%?)nsotes B'rt roadst d fut f Landscape
g y argaprOJec ed fulure use o Conservation System
(DRECP)

e Abuts Rodman
Mountains Wilderness
Area
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Table 3.1-4. Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient and Control Sites
(Alternative 1 and Alternative 2) (continued)

Use Area
Scattered occupied houses
with dogs 5.5 km southeast

Site Size Desert Tqrtoise Predators Land Uses Associated Conservation
(Acres) Density Areas
In:
o Mojave Trails
National Monument
e Proposed ACEC
- DRECP
Ludlow 3,054 3.0 tortoise/km? Dogs/Coyotes ° Ggs pipeline Over(laps: :
e Dirtaccess road .
e Proposed National
Landscape
Conservation System
(DRECP)
Near the Combat Center
Substantially overlaps:
e Proposed National
Landscape
Conservation System
e  Transmission line corridor (DRECP)
(restricted to a small portion | e  Proposed ACEC
Calico® 1,994 Not available Dogs/Coyotes of the southeast corner) (DRECP)
e No projected future use of Abuts
area e Mojave Trails
National Monument
e Cady Mountains
Wilderness Study
Area
- . . e Entirely on the
e  Training activities, entirely Comba)t/ Center, in the
on the Combat Center-
. Cleghorn Lake RTA Special Cleghorn Lake RTA
Cleghorn Control 1,964 12.1 tortoise/km? Dogs/Coyotes Special Use Area

e Adjacent to Cleghorn
Lakes Wilderness
Area
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Table 3.1-4. Characteristics of Desert Tortoise Recipient and Control Sites
(Alternative 1 and Alternative 2) (continued)

Site Size Desert Tgrtmse B Lo Uk Associated Conservation
(Acres) Density Areas
e Entirely in Cleghorn
. Lakes Wilderness
Bu"'ml Control 2,010 29.0 tortoise/km? Not available e Borders the Combat Center Area
(Alt1)
e Borders the Combat
Center
e  On the Combat
(B::II: ';)rl Control 2,136 10.4 tortoise/km? Not available e Training activities (indirect) \/Cv(iet%t;rggltllifrllyRT A
Special Use Area
Legend: ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; DRECP = Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan; km = kilometer; km? = square kilometer;
MCAGCC = Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center; OHV = off-highway vehicle; RTA = Range Training Area.
Note: 1 Vvalue represents the 62% of the 21,612 acre site that has a habitat suitability index of 0.6 or greater, derived from Barrows et al. (2016).
2 Under the March 2016 Translocation Plan (MCAGCC 2016b:25) “Raven surveys have not been performed and mortality rates and trauma due to coyotes
and dogs are under analysis...”
* Health assessments have been performed on, and transmitters have been applied to, tortoises within the Calico control site; density surveys, however,
have not been performed.
*Under the June 2016 Translocation Plan (MCAGCC 2016c:25) “Raven surveys have not been performed and mortality rates and trauma due to coyotes
and dogs are under analysis and would be completed prior to translocation...”
Sources: MCAGCC 2016b, c.
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Removal of desert tortoises from the medium- and high-impact training areas was previously analyzed in
the Final 2012 EIS (refer to Section 4.10, Biological Resources, of the 2012 Final EIS).

Genetic Considerations: Murphy et al. (2007, 2012) analyzed genetic data to assess the validity of the six
desert tortoise recovery units established in the 1994 Recovery Plan by the USFWS (USFWS 1994).
Mitochondrial and nuclear DNA testing indicated a large amount of variation between tortoise
populations in the Mojave Desert and those east of the Colorado River in the Sonoran Desert of Arizona,
supporting the hypothesis that the desert tortoise is composed of two species, namely G. agassizii and G.
morakfai. Results also supported the hypothesis of population structure as outlined in the 1994 Recovery
Plan and the Desert Wildlife Management Units (now referred to as ACECs with publication of the
DRECP ROD [BLM 2016b]) described in the Western Mojave Recovery Unit. A sub-analysis conducted
on the Western Mojave Recovery Unit indicated that it could be divided into at least three geographic
units, namely the Western, Southern, and Central Mojave regions. The authors recognized that the
statistical analyses used, although not likely, may have been sensitive to the imbalances in their sample
sizes. In addition, they emphasized that genetics may not coincide with phenotypic traits and adaptations;
therefore, genetics should be only one of several factors considered in developing management plans for
the desert tortoise (Crandall et al. 2000; DeSalle and Amato 2004; Green 2005) and designating recovery
units. Acknowledging subjectivity in using genetic results to make management decisions, Murphy et al.
(2007) suggest that the Western Mojave Recovery Unit should be divided into distinct western, southern,
and central regions. The Combat Center, WEA, and SEA (i.e., the tortoise translocation donor sites), and
the proposed control and recipient sites (under all alternatives) are located within the Southern Mojave
region proposed by Murphy et al. (2007).

The 1994 Recovery Plan recognizes the Southern, Western, and Central regions within the Western
Mojave Recovery Unit based on differences in climate and vegetation, but it does not designate them as
separate management units (USFWS 1994). While the updated 2011 Recovery Plan recognizes Murphy’s
genetic analyses that indicate some genetic variation within the Western Mojave Recovery Unit, the plan
maintains the original 1994 designation of the whole unit (USFWS 2011a). The sub-structuring in the
Western Mojave Recovery Unit indicated by Murphy et al. is contradicted by an alternate study that
looked at the genetic structure within the unit using more continuous sampling methods (Hagerty and
Tracy 2010). Furthermore, independent genetic testing done by Hagerty et al. (2011) also indicates a
history of gene flow throughout the Western Mojave Recovery Unit. Therefore, the 2011 Plan contends
that the genetic differentiation seen by Murphy et al. (2007) within the Western Mojave Recovery Unit
may be an artifact of discrete sampling within generally continuous habitat (Allendorf and Luikart 2007).

Current Tortoise Density and Population Trends: In 2014, estimated adult desert tortoise density in the
Western Mojave Recovery Unit ranged from 6.5 to 12.2 individuals per square mile (2.5 to 4.7
individuals per km?), with an overall average density of 7.3 tortoises per square mile (2.8 tortoises per
km?), the result of an overall downward trend in the population of adult tortoises (Jacobsen et al. 1994;
Brown et al. 1999; Freilich et al. 2000; USFWS 2015). In the recent past, from 2004 to 2014, desert
tortoise populations among all recovery units decreased between 27 — 67%, except for the Northeastern
Mojave Recovery Unit that increased by 270%; in the Western Mojave Recovery Unit, the adult tortoise
population decreased by 51% between 2004 and 2014 (USFWS 2015). Lovich et al. (2014) also found a
steep decline of over 75% from 1996 to 2012 in the adult desert tortoise population at a 1 square mile
(2.59 km®) study site, known as Barrow Plot, located at the nearby Joshua Tree National Park. The low
tortoise density in the West Mojave Recovery Unit in general, and within the proposed project area (see
Tables 3.1-3 and 3.1-4), is of particular concern as it has been suggested that the minimum adult tortoise

3-25



Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

density necessary to sustain a viable population, assuming there is no gender bias, is 10 individuals per
square mile (3.85 individuals per km?) (USFWS 1994, 2016a).

Disease: Impacts from disease on desert tortoises can be varied and often times subtle. Disease can
inhibit or slow growth rates, reduce appetite (which can result in malnutrition), reduce reproductive vigor,
and in turn reduce survivorship (Homer et al. 1998). As reported by Rideout (2015), seven transmissible
infectious agents are known to cause or be associated with disease in desert tortoises™:

1. Mycoplasma agassizii
Mycoplasma testudineum

Tortoise herpesvirus-2 (TeHV-2)

2
3
4. Chlamydophila sp.
5. Pasteurella testudinis
6

Salmonella spp.
7. Cryptosporidium spp.

Mycoplasma agassizii (in particular), as well as Mycoplasma testudineum, cause Upper Respiratory Tract
Disease (Rideout 2015). Upper Respiratory Tract Disease has been found in several populations that have
experienced high mortality rates, including some in the west Mojave, and is probably the most important
infectious disease affecting desert tortoises (USFWS 2011a). Studies conducted by Berry et al. (2006,
2015) found that populations that were closer to human populated areas had a higher prevalence of
tortoises with Upper Respiratory Tract Disease. They concluded that management strategies such as
signing and fencing of critical habitats in close proximity to human households and urban areas could
help with reduction of disease transmission.

Climate Change: Studies suggest that a decline of the desert tortoise population in recent decades is
related to the effects of persistent drought. As climate change advances, projected warming and drying
would limit suitable habitat for the desert tortoise and lead to a continued decline in the desert tortoise
population (Barrows 2011; Lovich et al. 2014; Barrows et al. 2016). As a result of the tortoises’ limited
mobility to move long distances, it becomes more critical to conserve and identify refugia lands that
would remain suitable under the projected climate change.

! Rideout (2015) also identified eight other transmissible infectious agents as plausible pathogens in desert tortoises.
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3.2 LAND USE

3.2.1 Definition of Resource

Land use refers to the various ways in which land might be used or developed (i.e., military training,
parks and preserves, agriculture, commercial), the kinds of activities allowed (i.e., factories, mines rights-
of-way, etc.), and the type and size of structures permitted (i.e., towers, single family homes, multi- story
office buildings). Land use is regulated by management plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations that
determine the types of uses that are allowable and protect specially designated areas and environmentally
sensitive resources, as described below.

The project area for the land use analysis includes the following components: the Combat Center and the
recipient and control areas/sites located outside the Combat Center. Information relevant to land use is
also contained in Section 3.1, Biological Resources, and Section 3.4, Cultural Resources. Much of this
area comprises public land. Key sources of information for existing conditions include government data
sources, for example CDCA resource management plans and associated environmental impact studies
adopted by the BLM; the Combat Center INRMP; Combat Center Master Plan; OHV area management
plans; and the San Bernardino County General Plan.

In the section below, the regulatory environment is described first, followed by a description of Combat
Center land use, and areas located outside the Combat Center.

3.2.2 Regulatory Framework

The primary federal, state, and local statutes and regulations that pertain to land use are identified below
and described in detail in the 2012 Final EIS (Volume 1, Chapter 3: Affected Environment, Section 3.1
Land Use, Section 3.1.2, Regulatory Framework, pages 3.1-2 to 3.1-4).

3221 Federal
e Federal Land Policy and Management Act
e California Desert Conservation Area Plan
e Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
e EO 11644, amended by EO 11989 — Use of Off-Road Vehicles on the Public Lands
e Combat Center Master Plan
e Presidential Proclamation — Establishment of the Mojave Trails National Monument
3.2.2.2 State
e California State Lands Commission — School Land Grant of 1853
3.223 Local
e San Bernardino County General Plan
3.2.3 Scope of Analysis

The analysis of potential land use impacts associated with the proposed desert tortoise translocation is
focused on the translocation of tortoises and associated fence installation, etc., and does not anticipate any
modification to current or future anticipated land uses.
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The process used to identify proposed recipient and control areas/sites considered current and anticipated
future land uses, as described in the 2011 GTP and further refined in the March and June Translocation
Plans (Appendix A). As a result, there is negligible potential to impact several land uses that were
covered in detail in the 2012 Final EIS. These land uses are dismissed from further analysis based on the
following general rationale and additional specific discussion provided in the subsections below.

e Mining: Mines and mining claims are located within the proposed recipient and control
area/sites. The 2012 Final EIS analyzed impacts to mining within the WEA and SEA due to land
acquisition. For areas located outside the Combat Center, claim owners would continue to have
access to their claims so that the proposed translocation would not affect mining activity during
translocation or in the future. Any mining activity that does occur would comply with permit
requirements. Most mine claims are located in the mountains surrounding desert tortoise habitat,
so mining activities would be located away from desert tortoise habitat and would not directly
impact translocated tortoises. Therefore, mining is not further analyzed in this SEIS.

e Utilities. As discussed at the beginning of Chapter 3, utilities impacts would be avoided:;
therefore, utilities are not further analyzed in this SEIS.

3.24 Existing Conditions

The existing conditions for land use are consistent with the existing conditions description in the 2012
Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS (Volume 1, Chapter 3: Affected Environment, Section 3.1,
Land Use, Section 3.1.3, Existing Conditions, pages 3.1-5 to 3.1-22). The areas affected by the
alternatives in this SEIS are summarized below for reference along with any new or additional
information since the 2012 Land Acquisition/Airspace Establishment EIS was published.

3.24.1 Combat Center

The Combat Center is the Marine Corps’ largest combined-arms, live-fire training range complex,
encompassing 766,000 acres (310,000 ha). The Combat Center is divided into multiple training areas.
Training areas are functional units that enable different types of training to be conducted simultaneously
without jeopardizing safety. Certain portions of the Combat Center are also managed to provide for
training support and safety, as well as the protection of specific natural resources.

Training Areas

The entire installation has been designated as a single training range, though for scheduling purposes it is
divided into multiple training areas and the Mainside and Camp Wilson support areas (see Figure 1.1-1).
The boundaries of training areas, though not marked, are defined by training requirements, topography,
and other constraints. Training areas vary in size, use, terrain, and training restrictions. Restrictions are
characterized as either Category 1 Special Use Areas (restricted areas) or Category 2 Special Use Areas
(sensitive areas). Category 1 Special Use Areas prohibit digging, ground disturbance, bivouacking, OHV
use, and/or training that involves vehicle activity outside of a MSR. Category 2 Special Use Areas are
sensitive areas where training may occur, but personnel are warned that these areas have sensitive natural
resources, cultural resources, or utilities. The training areas that are located within proposed recipient and
control areas and areas/sites are identified in Table 3.2-1.
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Table 3.2-1. Combat Center Training Areas Potentially affected by Translocation

Training
Area

Size (acres)

Description

Bessemer
Mine

49,818

The Bessemer Mine Training Area is located at the western boundary of Combat
Center within the WEA and to the north of the Means Lake (Shared Use Area)
Training Area. A Category 1 Special Use Area is located in the northern portion of
the Bessemer Mine Training Area and extends into the Galway Lake Training Area.

Bullion

28,129

The Bullion Training Area is located to the west of America Mine Training Area
and is used for aviation bombing and strafing, gunnery practice, artillery, and
infantry maneuvers. A Category 1 Special Use Area is located at the southern
portion of the Bullion Training Area and a smaller Category 2 Special Use Area is
located to the north of this.

Cleghorn
Lake

17,653

The Cleghorn Lake Training Area is located within the SEA. A Category 1 Special
Use Area is located in the northeastern portion of the Cleghorn Lake Training Area.

Emerson
Lake

32,287

The Emerson Lake Training Area is located at the western boundary of Combat
Center and is used for tank maneuvers, aviation bombardment, and aerial targetry.
Principal use occurs during Integrated Training Exercise and Final Exercises. A
Category 1 Special Use Area and a Category 2 Special Use Area are located at the
western and southwestern portion of the Emerson Lake Training Area, respectively.
The Category 2 Special Use Area extends into the Acorn Training Area to the
south.

Galway Lake

38,582

The Galway Lake Training area is located within the WEA, to the east of Bessemer
Mine Training Area, and to the north of the Means Lake (Shared Use Area)

Training Area. A Category 1 Special Use Area is located in the northern portion of
the Galway Lake Training Area and extends into the Bessemer Mine Training Area.

Means Lake
(Shared Use
Area)

53,231

The Means Lake (Shared Use Area) Training Area is located in the southern
portion of the WEA. The Shared Use Area is available for public recreation 10
months per year and for military training during two 30-day periods each year. The
BLM will manage the Shared Use Area primarily for recreation during the 10
months of the year when the area will be open to public access. The Marine Corps
will manage the area primarily for military purposes during the two 30-day periods
that the area will be used for military training.

Sandhill

15,810

The Sand Hill Training Area is located at the far southwestern border of the
Combat Center and is used for maneuvers. Portions of the Exercise Support Base
and Expeditionary Airfield, as well as Assault Landing Zone Sand Hill, are located
within the Sand Hill Training Area. Portions of three Category 1 Special Use Areas
occupy the northeastern end and a Category 2 Special Use Area occupies the
majority of the western and southern parts of the Training Area. Live-fire is not
conducted due to proximity to Mainside which is located to the east.

Sunshine
Peak

22,858

The Sunshine Peak Training Area is located at the far northwestern area of the
Combat Center. This area is seldom used. When used, its primary use is an
emergency aerial ordnance drop zone. This area is considered a “No
Fire/Maneuver Area.” Sunshine Peak is a restricted sensitive fuse area only
accessible by EOD personnel. Three Category 1 Special Use Areas are located in
the Sunshine Peak Training Area, with the northern Special Use Area extending
into the Lavic Lake Training Area.

Legend: BLM = Bureau of Land Management; EOD = Explosive Ordnance Disposal; SEA = Southern Expansion Area; WEA =

Western Expansion Area.
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3.24.2 Areas Surrounding the Combat Center
Land Ownership Status

Much of the area adjacent to the Combat Center contains public lands administered by BLM (Figure
3.2-1). The Rodman Mountains and Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Areas, Cady Mountains Wilderness
Study Area, and the newly designated Mojave Trails National Monument are BLM-administered and
overlap proposed recipient and control areas/sites. Non-federal land is defined as real property interests
that are generally privately owned; however it also can include local/regional government owned, state-
owned school lands, or some other miscellaneous real property interest. These lands include, but are not
limited to, private real property, local government real property, rights-of-way, mining claims, local water
district real property, or utility agency real property. In addition to fee ownership of lands mentioned
above, other types of interests include uses such as mining claims, grazing allotments, and
utility/transportation rights- of-way are present, primarily within the west and east study areas. The San
Bernardino County General Plan land use designation in the vicinity of the proposed recipient and control
areas/sites is open space.

Specific Land Uses

Specific land use topics are discussed in greater detail below.
Recreation and Off-Highway Vehicle Use

The Johnson Valley OHV Recreation Area is approximately 43,000 acres (17,400 ha) and is located to the
west and north of the WEA (Figure 3.2-2). This area is open to the public year-round and is adjacent to
the Shared Use Area that is designated to be open to the public at least 10 months of the year. The
Johnson Valley OHV Recreation Area is managed by the BLM and the Shared Use Area is also managed
by the BLM while open to the public. This OHV area is an open area where OHV use is not restricted to
specific trails. The Johnson Valley OHV Recreation Area contains rugged terrain for OHV use. Other
types of recreation use in the area include hiking, sight-seeing, photography, rock-hounding, camping,
and wildlife viewing.

Grazing

A total of 31 public land grazing allotments (designated areas suitable for grazing) are present within the
West Mojave planning area. The types of livestock and forage allocation for allotments are designated in
BLM’s CDCA Plan (BLM 2006). Allotments are ephemeral, perennial, or ephemeral/perennial based on
the type of forage that is available. Cattle, sheep, and horses, or a combination, may be authorized to
graze on an allotment. Depending on the type of lease, livestock producers apply to graze livestock
annually or as conditions permit. Grazing use is allowed with written authorization and terms and
conditions for grazing listed as necessary.

Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment contains 154,970 acres (62,714 ha) and is located to the northwest of
the WEA (Figure 3.2-2). Approximately 90% of the allotment is on Public Land and is classified for
perennial grazing use, with year-round grazing allowed whenever forage is available, and is designated
for cattle. Portions of the allotment contain critical habitat for the desert tortoise. The allotment permits
3,632 active Animal Unit Months.
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Conservation Areas
The following conservation areas are located within the project area and shown on Figure 3.2-2:

e Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECSs) are areas within BLM-managed lands where
special management attention is required to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important
historic, cultural, or scenic values; fish and wildlife resources; or other natural systems or
processes, or to protect life and safety from natural hazards.

0 Ord-Rodman ACEC. The Ord-Rodman Critical Habitat Unit and ACEC are located
immediately north and west of the WEA (Figure 3.2-2). Together, they comprise over
276,756 acres (112,000 ha).

0 Rodman Mountains Cultural Area ACEC. The Rodman Mountains Cultural Area ACEC is
located north of the WEA and overlaps the Rodman Mountains Wilderness Area.

e Mojave Trails National Monument. As shown in Figure 3.2-2, the Mojave Trails National
Monument is located north and east of the Combat Center and overlaps proposed recipient and
control sites. The Mojave Trails National Monument was designated by Presidential
Proclamation in February 2016 and encompasses approximately 1.6 million acres (647,500 ha) of
federal lands currently managed by the BLM between Barstow and Needles, California. The
Mojave Trails National Monument contains approximately 358,000 acres (145,000 ha) of
established wilderness areas and 84,400 acres (34,200 ha) currently managed by the BLM as the
Cady Mountains Wilderness Study Area. The monument also protects irreplaceable historic
resources including ancient Native American trading routes, World War Il-era training camps,
and the longest remaining undeveloped stretch of Route 66. The designation preserves and
enhances public access, such as for hunting and fishing, which continue to be managed by the
State of California. Motorized vehicle use is limited to roads existing as of the date of the
proclamation. The BLM is currently developing a Mojave Trails National Monument
Management Plan.

Wilderness Areas

As shown in Figures 2.1-1, 2.2-1, 2.3-1, and 3.2-2, several wilderness areas and one wilderness study area
are located in the vicinity of the Combat Center. Proposed recipient and/or control areas/sites would
overlap two Wilderness Areas (Rodman Mountains and Cleghorn Lakes) and one Wilderness Study Area
(Cady Mountains). These wilderness areas are BLM-administered parts of the National Landscape
Conservation System, which consists of areas that Congress or the President have established to protect,
conserve, and restore the natural and heritage resources on the public lands. As defined in the Wilderness
Act of 1964, “a wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works dominate the
landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by
man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.” These can include hiking, backpacking,
photography, dry camping, and rock-hounding to name a few. Wilderness Areas are to be managed to
retain their “primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation,
which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions...” (BLM 2012a). Wilderness
study areas are designated lands that meet the criteria of the Wilderness Act and are managed as
wilderness by their parent agency, pending final determination by Congress.
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Important characteristics of wilderness areas (as described in Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act) that are
relevant to the analysis in this SEIS include:

e An area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is
a visitor who does not remain;

e Retention of primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human
habitation;

e Land that is affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man's work
substantially unnoticeable;

e Provides outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation;
and

e Contains ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical
value.

Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act also describes specific land uses and activities that are prohibited in
wilderness areas. Except as specifically provided for in the Act, and subject to existing private rights, the
following are prohibited within any designated wilderness area: commercial enterprises; permanent or
temporary roads; motor vehicles, motorized equipment or motorboats; landing of aircraft; any other form
of mechanical transport; and structures or installations, which includes mobile devices: “including, but
not limited to, radio collars or other remote tracking devices when they are installed in the wilderness”
(BLM 2012b).

The two wilderness areas and one wilderness study area potentially affected by the proposed action are
described briefly below. All three are managed by the BLM.

¢ Rodman Mountains Wilderness Area: Designated by Congress in 1994, this wilderness area
comprises 34,264 acres of colorful escarpments, calico-colored mountains, maze-like canyons,
and broad alluvial plains or bajadas located near the northwestern boundary of the Combat
Center. Several natural water “tanks” are located within a lava flow area that bisects the
wilderness area from northwest to southeast. This wilderness area is one of only seven core
raptor breeding areas in the desert, supporting prairie falcons and golden eagles.

e Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area: Also designated in 1994, this wilderness area located adjacent
to the southeastern corner of the Combat Center comprises 39,167 acres and features dry lakes, a
portion of the rugged Bullion Mountains, and a large bajada. The Bullion Mountains portion of
the wilderness area includes habitat for desert bighorn sheep and desert tortoises are known to
inhabit the valley floors.

e Cady Mountains Wilderness Study Area: This large wilderness study area encompasses 84,400
acres a few miles north of the Combat Center and adjacent to a portion of the Desert Trails
National Monument. It is home to desert bighorn sheep, prairie falcons, golden eagles, and other
desert wildlife.

3-34



Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

3.3  AIRQUALITY

3.3.1 Definition of Resource
3.3.1.1 Criteria Pollutants

Air quality at a given location is described by the concentrations of various pollutants in the atmosphere.
The air quality analysis for this SEIS focuses on the concentrations of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,) particulate
matter less than 10 microns in diameter but greater than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM,), and particulate
matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM,s). Although VOCs or NO (other than nitrogen
dioxide [NO,]) have no established ambient air quality standards, they are important as precursors to Os
formation.

3.3.1.2 Greenhouse Gases

Greenhouse gases (GHGS) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. These emissions occur from natural
processes and human activities. The most significant of the human activities emitting GHGs is the
burning of fossil fuels. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.
Scientific evidence indicates a trend of increasing global temperature over the past century correlating
with an increase in GHG emissions from human activities.

The most common GHGs emitted from natural processes and human activities include carbon dioxide
(CO,), methane (CH,), and nitrous oxide (N,O). Examples of GHGs created and emitted primarily
through human activities include fluorinated gases (hydrofluorocarbons and perfluorocarbons) and sulfur
hexafluoride. Each GHG is assigned a global warming potential, which is the ability of a gas or aerosol
to trap heat in the atmosphere. The global warming potential scale is standardized to CO,, which has a
value of one. For example, CH,4 has a global warming potential of 21, which means that it has a global
warming effect 21 times greater than CO, on an equal-mass basis. CO, is the dominant gas in terms of
guantities of total GHG emissions, although other GHGs have a higher global warming potential than
CO,. Total GHG emissions from a source are often reported as a CO, equivalent (CO,e). The CO.¢ is
calculated by multiplying the emissions of each GHG by its global warming potential and adding the
results together to produce a single, combined emission rate representing all GHGs.

3.3.2 Regulatory Framework
3.3.2.1 Criteria Pollutants

Criteria pollutants have national and/or state ambient air quality standards. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) establishes the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), while
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) establishes the state standards, termed the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) (CARB 2016a). The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management
District has been delegated the authority to enforce the federal and state standards in the project area.
Table 3.3-1 provides the NAAQS and CAAQS as of 2016.
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Table 3.3-1. California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time California National Standards’ | National Standards"
ging Standards Primary®? Secondary®*
) 0.09 ppm . .
O3 1-hour (180 pg/m?)
) 0.070 ppm 0.075 ppm .
Os 8-hour (137 pg/m®) (147 g ) Same as primary
) 20 ppm 35 ppm -
co 1-hour (23 mg/m®) (40 mg/m®)
} 9 ppm 9 ppm _
Cco 8-hour (10 mg/m®) (10 mg/m®)
) 0.18 ppm (339 0.10 ppm .
NO, 1-hour pg/m®) (188 pg/m®)
0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm .
NO, Annual (57 ug/m®) (100 pg/m®) Same as primary
) 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm .
SO, 1-hour (655 pg/m®) (105 pg/m?)
) . o 0.5 ppm
SO, 3-hour (1,300 pg/m®)
PMyo 24-hour 50 pg/m® 150 pg/m’ Same as primary
PMy, Annual 20 pg/m® — Same as primary
PM, 5 24-hour — 35 pg/m® Same as primary
PM,s Annual 12 pg/m® 15 pg/m® Same as primary
Lead 30-day average 1.5 pg/m® — —
Lead Rolling 3-month — 0.15 pg/m? Same as primary
average
Lead Calendar Quarter — 1.5 pg/m® Same as primary
Hg/slrf?ggn 1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 pug/m®) | No National Standards | No National Standards
C?(I?r)i/clie 24-hour 0.01 ppm (26 ug/m®) | No National Standards | No National Standards
In sufficient amount
to produce an
extinction coefficient
Visibility of 0.23 per km when
Reducing 8-hour the relative humidity | No National Standards | No National Standards
Particles is less than 70%.

Measurement in
accordance with
CARB Method V.

Legend: pg/m®= micrograms per cubic meter; CO = carbon monoxide; mg/m® = milligrams per cubic meter; NO, = nitrogen
dioxide; O3 = ozone; PM, 5 = particulate matter less than or Equal to 2.5 Microns in Diameter; PMy, = particulate
matter less than 10 microns in diameter but greater than 2.5 microns in diameter; ppm = parts per million; SO, =
sulfur dioxide.

Notes:

more than once a year.
2 Concentrations are expressed first in units in which they were promulgated. Equivalent units given in parenthesis.
% Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health. Each
state must attain the primary standards no later than 3 years after that state’s implementation plan is approved by the USEPA.
4 Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated
adverse pollutant effects.

Source:

CARB 2016a.

! Standards other than 1-hour O3, 24-hour PMy,, 24-hour PM, s, and those based on annual averages cannot be exceeded
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Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as articulated in the USEPA General Conformity Rule, states
that a federal agency cannot issue a permit or support an activity unless the agency determines that the
action would conform to the most recent USEPA-approved State Implementation Plan (SIP). This means
that projects using federal funds or requiring federal approval in nonattainment or maintenance areas must
not: (1) cause or contribute to any new violation of a NAAQS; (2) increase the frequency or severity of
any existing violation; or (3) delay the timely attainment of any standard, interim emission reduction, or
other milestone. Certain actions are exempt from conformity determinations if the projected emission
rates would be less than specified emission rate thresholds, known as de minimis thresholds. The
applicable de minimis levels for the project area are listed in Table 3.3-2.

Table 3.3-2. Applicable Criteria Pollutant de minimis Levels (tons/year)

VOCs!

NO,!

(6]0)

SO,

PMjo

PM,s

25

25

NA

NA

100

NA

Legend: CO = carbon monoxide; NO, = nitrogen oxides; PM, s = particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in
diameter; PM;, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter but greater than 2.5 microns in diameter;
SO, = sulfur dioxide; VOC = volatile organic compound.

Notes: * The Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) is a severe nonattainment area for the 8-hour O3 NAAQS (VOCs and
NOy are precursors to the formation of Os), and is a moderate nonattainment area for PMyj,.
NA = Not Applicable because the MDAB is currently in attainment of the NAAQS for these criteria pollutants.

Source: USEPA 2016a.

3.3.2.2 Greenhouse Gases

Federal agencies are addressing emissions of GHGs by mandating GHG reductions in federal laws and
EOs, most recently in EO 13693, Planning for Federal Sustainability in the Next Decade (EO 13693
superseded EO 13423, Strengthening Federal Environment, Energy, and Transportation Management
and EO 13514, Energy Efficient Standby Power Devices). In 2009, the USEPA signed GHG
Endangerment Findings under Section 202(a) of the CAA, stating that six “key” GHGs are a threat to
public health and welfare (CO,, CH,; N,O, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur
hexafluoride). Since then, the USEPA has been creating standards and regulations for controlling GHG
emissions from passenger vehicles. In June 2012, the D.C. Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals upheld the
GHG regulations under the CAA. Additionally, since 2012 the USEPA has issued proposals and updated
regulations to reduce carbon emissions from new and existing power plants, landfills, and oil and natural
gas facilities. Despite these efforts, there are no promulgated federal regulations to date limiting GHG
emissions. In August 2016, the CEQ issued final guidance for federal agencies, to provide guidance on
when and how to consider the effects of GHG emissions and climate change in their projects (CEQ 2016).

Several states have passed GHG-related laws as a means to reduce statewide levels of GHG emissions. In
particular, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32) directs the State of
California to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. EO S-20-06 further
directs state agencies to begin implementing Assembly Bill 32, including the recommendations made by
the state’s Climate Action Team. Activities taken thus far to implement Assembly Bill 32 include
mandatory GHG reporting and a cap-and-trade system for major GHG-emitting sources (CARB 2016b).
On August 26, 2016, California Assembly Bill 197 was passed by the Senate, and is pending signature by
the Governor of California before it becomes law. Assembly Bill 197 would require the state to reduce
emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. Additionally, a committee would be established to oversee
California’s climate programs.

In an effort to reduce energy consumption, reduce dependence on petroleum, and increase the use of
renewable energy resources in accordance with goals set by EO 13693 and the Energy Policy Act of
2005, the DON has implemented a number of renewable energy projects. The types of projects currently
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in operation within military installations include thermal and photovoltaic solar energy systems,
geothermal power plants, and wind energy generators.

The potential effects of GHG emissions are by nature global and cumulative, and it is impractical to
attribute climate change to individual projects. Therefore, the impact of GHG emissions associated with
this project is discussed in the context of cumulative impacts in Section 5.4.3 of this SEIS.

3.3.3 Existing Conditions
3.3.31 Climate and Meteorology

The climate of the project area is classified as arid continental, characterized by hot summers, mild
winters, low humidity, and large diurnal variations in temperature. This arid condition produces low soil
moisture and a high potential for fugitive dust emissions (PMp), which is one of the main air pollution
issues in the region. Climate and meteorological data collected for the city of Twentynine Palms are used
to describe the climatic conditions of the project area (Western Region Climate Center 2016).

The project area is within the Mojave Desert, which is one of the driest regions in the U.S. This condition
occurs because (1) the region is at the southern extent of the track of wintertime North Pacific storms; (2)
rain shadow effects of the Coast Ranges; and (Os) the region is at the western fringe of the summertime
monsoon regime, whose moisture sources originate from the Gulf of Mexico and Gulf of California. The
annual average precipitation at Twentynine Palms is about 4 inches (10 cm). Monsoon rains, which
generally occur between the months of July through September, produce about 40% of the annual rainfall
at Twentynine Palms. The average high and low temperatures at Twentynine Palms during the summer
months range from about 105°F to 63°F (40.6°C to 17.2°C). The average high and low temperatures
during the winter months range from 72°F to 36°F (22.2°C to 2.2°C). The low humidity in the region is
responsible for the large diurnal variations in temperature.

Concurrent with the presence of the Eastern Pacific High west of California, a thermal low pressure
system persists in the interior desert region due to intense solar heating. The resulting pressure gradient
between these two systems produces a west to northwest air flow across the Twentynine Palms region for
most of the year.

3.3.3.2 Baseline Air Quality

The USEPA designates all areas of the U.S. as having air quality better than or worse than the NAAQS,
termed as attainment and nonattainment, respectively. An area generally is in nonattainment for a
pollutant if the NAAQS has been exceeded more than once per year. Former nonattainment areas that
have attained the NAAQS are designated as maintenance areas. The southwestern portion of San
Bernardino County located within the South Coast Air Basin (in the Los Angeles and San Bernardino
urban areas) is an “extreme” Oz nonattainment area. Per 42 USC § 7511d, if an area in extreme or severe
ozone nonattainment fails to attain the NAAQS by the planned attainment date, then each major
stationary source of VOCs located within the area shall pay a fee to the state for each calendar year until
the area is redesignated as an attainment area for ozone. Presently, the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB)
attains the NAAQS for all criteria pollutants except Os;. The portions of the MDAB that encompass the
project area are rated as severe O; nonattainment areas. The MDAB has until 2020 to attain the NAAQS
standard. The San Bernardino County portion of the MDAB is in moderate nonattainment of PM,
(CARB 2016¢c; USEPA 2016b).
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CARSB also designates areas of the state that are in attainment or nonattainment of the CAAQS. An area
is in nonattainment for a pollutant if the CAAQS have been exceeded more than once in 3 years.
Presently, the MDAB attains the CAAQS for all criteria pollutants except Oz, PMyy, and PM,s (CARB
2016c).

The MDAB is currently in nonattainment for O;. Ozone concentrations are highest during warmer
months of the year and coincide with the period of maximum insolation. Maximum O; concentrations
tend to be homogeneously spread throughout a region, since it often takes several hours to convert
precursor emissions to Og in the atmosphere. Ozone precursor emissions transported from the South
Coast Air Basin are the main contributors to high Os levels in the nearby MDAB. Inert pollutants, such
as CO, tend to have the highest c